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WILDY & SONS, 


New and Second-hand Law Booksellers and Exporters, 
LINCOLN’S INN ARCHWAY, CAREY STREET, LONDON, W.C. 
Telegraphic Address, ‘* WILDYS, LONDON.” 


LAW REPORTS (The), 1866 to 1892, complete with Statutes and 
Digests, 238 vols., in half calf, sound condition. £100 


————— 1866 to 1892. Another Set, complete as above, 
238 vols , in cloth. £35 
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238 vols., in half calf binding not uniform, to be sold cheap, price on 
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Statutes, 187 vols., in half calf, fair condition. 475 


———— 1876 to 1891 (New Series), complete with 

Statutes, in 133 vols., half calf, good condition. 455 

LAW JOURNAL REPORTS, 1832 to 1890, complete with Statutes, 
Digests, Magistrates’ Cases, &c., in half calf, sound condition, but 
binding somewhat rubbed. £45 

- 1832 to 1891. 


— — 18; Another Set, complete as above, 
in full calf, excellent condition throughout. 


£55 
1851 to 1891, complete as above, in half calf, 
good condition ; 41 years. £32 
LAW TIMES REPORTS (New Series), 1859 to 1892, 66 vols., in mew 
half calf, office pattern. £34 





WANTED TO PURCHASE.—WEEKLY REPORTER, Vol. 1 (1852); 
also a Complete Set. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Dvurine the year commencing on the 13th of August, 1893, 
Mr. Justico Wricur and Mr. Justice Kennepy will be the 
vacation judges. The first half of the ensuing long vacation 
will be undertaken by Mr. Justice Wricur. 





Mr. Justice Romer’s list of actions is being gradually 
reduced, so that there may not be enough cases to provide him 
with work until the 12th of August. A transfer of actions to 
the list of Mr. Justice Romer from the lists of the other j a 
of the Chancery Division will be made before the end of the 
present month. 





On Tuurspay last, the day of the Royal Wedding, the judges 
of the two divisions of the Court of Appeal and all the Chancery 
judges, with the exception of Mr. Justice Romer, sat at the usual 
hour for the transaction of business. In the Queen’s Bench 
Division the only judges who sat on that day were Mr. Justice 
Couuins and Mr. } ustice Kennepy, and in the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Division each of the judges sat to hear cases with 
common juries. 





On Tvespay, the 11th inst., Mr. Justice Srrettne will begin 
the hearing of witness actions in his own list, and will continue 
that work exclusively for a fortnight on every day with the ex- 
ception of Monday, the 17th inst., when he sits in chambers. 
During that fortnight Mr. Justice Kexewicu will hear Mr. 
Justice Srirttxe’s motions on Thursday, the 13th, and Thursday, 
the 20th inst., and his petitions on Saturday, the 15th, and 
Saturday, the 22nd inst. It should be observed that the notice 
as to these motions and petitions (whether intentionally or not) 
includes both the opposed and unopposed. 





Tue WELL-KNOWN lady who survived herself in Maden v. 
Taylor (45 I. J. Ch. 569) may perhaps now be decently buried. 
In King v. Frost (15 App. Oas. 548) the Privy Council gave 
orders for the funeral; but that august body bears much 
the same relation to the High Court of Justice as do the courts 
of the United States. We may almost say that strictly their 
decisions may be cited by way of m+ gaan or illustration, but 
they must not be applied to establish any legal doctrine. This 
strictness is seldom carried out, and the decisions of the Privy 
Council are received with the greatest respect, if not as binding 
authorities. In the case of conflict of authorities, however, there 
is a difficulty. What weight ought the High Court to attach to 
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a Privy Council decision which is inconsistent with previous 
decisions of the High Court? Now King v. Frost was directly 
in the teeth of decisions of Sir Gzorcr Jesset, Sir Epwarp Fry, 
and Curry, J., and though Sir Greorce Jesset’s decision in 
Maden vy. Taylor had been doubted by Kay, L.J. (as a judge of 


first instance), and by Norrtu, J., it had not, and could not have | 


been, overruled by them. It is satisfactory to find that in 
Ranelagh v. Ranelagh (41 W. R. 549) Currry, J., follows ing v. 
Frost in preference to the decisions of Sir Grorce Jxsset, Sir 
Epwarp Fry, and himself. In future it may be taken as fairly 
settled that, primd facie, “ survivor’ means “ survivor,” and not 
‘‘longest liver’”’ or ‘“ other,” and that a strong case must be 
made for anything but a literal construction. Though the line 
of cases following Maden v. Taylor are strictly still law, they 
may now be regarded as virtually overruled by the Privy 


Council. 





Wuart woutp Vice-Chancellor Mattys have said to two wards 
of court being charged with burglary? If he had been living 
and in charge of the precocious girls who recently appeared at 
the Thames Police Court, there would have been a high old 
time for them and their guardian in the judge’s private room. 
He might have consoled himself, as Romiiiy, M.R., did in King 
v. Johnston (21 Beav., at p. 538), with the reflection that “it is 
obviously impossible for this court, with the number of wards 
which it has under its care, to be aware of their conduct”; but 
he would have made all parties concerned understand what a ter- 
ribly lengthy and severe lecture, delivered in the best style of the 
heavy father, meant. In spite of the assertion of Romitiy, M.R., 
the court has always, in theory, supposed that it kept an over- 
sight over its wards by requiring the guardians, from time to 
time, to give general information of what is taking place (see 
King v. Johnston, at p. 538), They are supposed to be bound, in 
the event of the ward shewing symptoms of taking to bad courses, 
to apply in chambers for assistance to extricate him or her from 
them and put him or her “ into a better course of conduct.” In 
the case of a wealthy ward this is all very well ; guardians receive 
proper professional advice as to their duty in this respect, and 
are ready enough to cast the burden of dealing with their 
refractory or foolish wards on the court. But when the wards 
are in the charge of ignorant and poor persons the last thing 
which would occur would be an application to a judge with 
regard to them. And so, it appears, it may happen that young 
ladies with regard to whose future espousals solemn orders 
directing that their happy swains ‘‘be at liberty to meet the 
ward twice a week in the presence of a lady (named) at her 
house or elsewhere, and to correspond with the ward by 
letter until further order” might be made, and on whose 
marriage proposals for a settlement and a settlement would 
be necessary, may be left to grow up in an atmosphere of 
vice and crime. 1t seems possible that an investigation or revi- 
sion of the practice as to the superintendence of the education 
and training of wards of court might be advisable; and that 
the duty of obtaining regular reports from guardians and 
transmitting them to the judge might with advantage be com- 
mitted to the official solicitor or some other officer of the court. 


Tue Lorp Cuancettor has introduced a Bill, entitled the 
Companies (Certificate of Incorporation) Bill, which apparently 
is intended to render impossible such a decision as that in Re 
National Debenture and Assets Corporation (Limited) (35 Soxsct- 
Tors’ Journnat, 446). By section 18 of the Companies Act, 
1862, it is provided that a certificate of the incorporation of any 
company, given by the registrar, shall be conclusive evidence 
that all the requisitions of the Act in respect of registration have 
been complied with. But it is doubtful what is intended by the 
words in italics, and in the above case it was held that the re- 
quirement that the memorandum of association should be 
signed by seven persons was not included, and evidence was 

mitted that the memorandum had not been in fact so signed. 
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words was considered in Re Ennis and West Clare Rail 
Co. (8 L. R. Ir. 94). Clause 1 of the present Bill xg 
places the general provision of section 18 by a specifi 
enumeration of the requisitions of which the certificate is ™ 
be evidence. Thus it is to be ‘‘conclusive evidence that aif 
the requisitions of the Companies Acts in respect of the signing: 
of the memorandum of association of the company, and of 
articles of association, if any, by the signatories thereof respeg: 
tively, and the number and capacity of such signatories, and the = 
attestation of their signatures, and the form and contents of the” 
memorandum of association, and of the articles of association, if” 
any, and the number and capacity of the members of the company, © 
{ undertaking, or concern} to which the certificate relates, and the 7 
obtaining and passing of the necessary assents and resolutions, 
and the delivering and furnishing of documents, statements, aul 
information to the registrar, and all other the requisitions of the 
said Acts in respect of registration have been complied with”’; and, © 
further, adopting the extended provision of section 192, it con-~ 
tinues: ‘‘and that such company, [ undertaking, or concern] ig © 
authorized to be and is registered under the Companies Acts as q © 
limited or unlimited company, as the case may be.” Sub-clausg © 
(3) of clause 1 applies the enactment to all certificates given by 
the registrar under sections 18 and 191 of the Act of 1862, 
whether before or after it comes into operation; and under 
clause 2 the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the Board 
of Trade, may make rules as to the information and evidence to © 
be furnished to the registrar on applications for registration 
under the Companies Acts, and generally as to the procedure on 
such applications. 



















Tue Court of Appeal have affirmed the decision of Mr. Justice ~ 
Kexewicu in Re Hetling’s Contract (ante, p. 495), that under section 
2 of the Trustee Act, 1888, the appointment of a solicitor to ~ 
receive purchase or other moneys cannot be made by an | 
attorney of a trustee: that is to say, the ‘‘permitting such © 
solicitor to have the custody of, and to produce, a deed contain- 
ing any such receipt as is referred to in the 56th section of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881”—which, under section 2 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, is to operate as an appointment of the soli- 7 
citor—must be a “permitting” by the trustee, and not by his 
attorney. So far the decision does not seem likely to give rise ~ 
to much difficulty : it is only in cases where one of the trustees 
is known to be absent from England and proposes to execute by 
attorney that the question need be raised whether the solicitor 
producing the deed has been ‘‘permitted” by him. But 
the observations of Linptey, L.J., as reported elsewhere 
appear to go altogether beyond what was necessary for the 
decision of the case. He is reported to have said that © 
“the solicitor to receive the money, under section 2 of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, must be appointed by the trustee himself. 
The trustee must himself permit the production by the solicitor 
of a deed, with a proper receipt clause, in order that such pro- 
duction may have the effect mentioned in the section. It fol- 
lows from this that if a purchaser were to pay money to a solicitor 
producing a deed duly executed by a trustee with a proper receipt 
clause, but it turned out that the solicitor had stolen the deed or had 
not been permitted by the trustee to have the custody of tt and to pro- 
duce it, the purchaser would not be protected by the section. See 
Day v. Woolwich Equitable Building Society (40 Ch. D. 491).” 
This, we venture to submit, is a complete misrepresentation of 
Mr. Justice Norrn’s decision in Day v. Woolwich Hquitable Build- 
ing Society. All that he decided was, to use his own words 
(p. 493), that ‘‘the person producing the deed must be a solicitor 
acting for the party to whom the money is expressed to be paid, 
. . & solicitor acting in some way for the party sought to be 
charged.” In that case a mortgagor had no solicitor, and it was 
contended that the production by the solicitor acting for the mort ~ 
gagee of a deed containing a receipt enabled him to give a die 
charge on the mortgagor’s behalf. Mr. Justice Noxru’s view was 
apparently that if a purchaser knows that a particular solicitor ~~ 


Lee hee 








The words of section 192 relating to companies registered under 
Part VII. of the Act go further, and make the certificate con- | 
clusive, not only that all the requisitions in respect of registra- | 
tion have been complied with, but also that the company is | 
authorized to be registered; and the effect of these latter 





has been acting in the purchase on behalf of the vendor, m0 © 
inquiry need be made as to whether there has been a “‘ permitting” 
by such vendor. The permission is necessarily implied from 
the acting. There is no qualification of this kind in the state 
ment by Linpiey, L.J. According to him a purchaser who 
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pays money to a solicitor producing a deed duly executed by a 
trustee does so at his risk in case the solicitor “ has not been 
permitted by the trustee to have the custody of it and to produce 
it.” If this doctrine were really intended to be laid down, it 
would be necessary in all cases of sales by trustees to require the 
production of an authority to the solicitor to have the custody of 
and produce the deed ; and section 2 of the Trustee Act, 1888, 
would be rendered practically useless. But some notion of the 
extreme inconvenience of this doctrine appears to have reached 
even the region of theory in which Court of Appeal No. 2 
habitually dwell. Lord Justice Linpiey isreported to have added : 
“At the same time, ordinary business transactions cannot be 
carried on without some amount of trust ; and if a purchaser in 
an ordinary case were, without reason, to require proof that a 
solicitor purporting to act for trustees and producing a proper 
deed had their permission to have the pet xt of it and to pro- 
duce it, the purchaser would primd facie be acting unreasonably, 
and would probably have to pay for his excess of caution.” 
But after the doctrine laid down in the previous part of the 
judgment will it ever be “without reason” that a purchaser 
asks for evidence that trustee vendors have permitted a solicitor 
to have the custody of and produce a deed ? 

Tue case of Brocklesby v. The Temperance Building Society, in 
which the Court of Appeal (Linptry, Lorzs, and A. L. Sarn, 
L.JJ.) have affirmed the decision of Wricut, J., exhibits under 
a somewhat novel aspect the circumstances under which the 
possessor of title deeds may be preferred to a person with a 
prior interest in the property. Deeds had been deposited by X. 
with the A. Bank to secure £750. X., desiring to raise a 
further sum of £1,500, authorized his son Y. to pay the £750, 
and to obtain from the B. Bank an advance of that sum and 
£1,500. But Y. found he could do better still. By going to 
the C. Bank he obtained £3,500, which enabled him to pay the 
£750, to hand over the £1,500 to X., and to obtain a handsome 
balance for himself. The security to the C. Bank was effected 
by the transfer of the deeds to thom from the A. Bank with a 
forged memorandum of deposit and promissory note given by 
Y. Subsequently it became necessary to settle the right to the 
deeds as between X. and the C. Bank, or, to be accurate, as 
between X. and persons who had paid off the C. Bank and 
taken over the deeds. X. admitted that he was bound to the 
extent to which he had profited by the transaction—that is, 
to the extent of £2,250—but he claimed to be entitled to 
delivery of the deeds on payment of that sum. The 
holders of the deeds claimed to retain them as security for 
the full amount advanced. Questions of this kind have usually 
arisen between legal mortgagees and subsequent equitable 
incumbrancers, where the subsequent advances have been made 
on the faith of the deeds; and it is settled that, while the 
prior legal estate is not postponed to the subsequent equitable 
estate on the ground of any mere carelessness or want of 
prudence on the part of the legal owner, it is postponed where 
the owner of the legal estate has assisted or connived at a 
fraud, or where he has constituted the mortgagor his agent with 
authority to raise money: Northern Counties of England Fire 
Insurance Co. v. Whipp (26 Oh. D. 482). The same principles, 
of course, apply wherever the owner of the legal estate, although 
absolute owner and not mortgagee, so deals with the deeds as 
to enable incumbrances to be created. In the present case 
there was no fraud on the part of X., but, having constituted 
Y. his agent to raise money, he came within the second branch 
of the rule, and he was bound by the charge actually created, 
although in excess of his mandate. A decision directly in point 
is Perry Herrick y. Attwood (2 De G. & J. 21), where it was 
expressly laid down that if a limited authority by the owner of 
the legal estate to raise money on the deeds, as, for instance, to 
raise £15,000, is so used as to create a charge for £30,000, the 
charge prevails over the legal estate, and this on the ground 
that the legal owner has himself put it into the power of his 
agent to raiso any sum of money he pleases. This seems to 
apply exactly to the case of X., so as to prevent him from 
obtaining the deeds until payment of the full sum of £3,500, 
and so the Court of Appeal held. The forged documents of 
course could create no interest; but the possession of the title 
deeds, apart from these, was decisive. 





Tue pectsion of the House of Lords in Smith v. Reynolds 
supports the judgments of Denman, J., and of the Court of 
Appeal, and leaves the liability for the Barron frauds with the 
broker Reynoxps, who did business for Tuomas Barron, and 
who undertook to sell stock on the faith of the forged transfers 
which Barton handed him. In the present case the stock in 
question was London and North-Western Preference Stock. 
Rerynonps, being an outside broker, employed Surru, who was 
on the Stock Exchange, to dispose of it, and ultimately it went 
to Lord Hitirncpon through his brokers, Messrs. Brunton, 
Bovrxg, & Co. In his name the stock was registered by the 
railway company, but — the discovery of the fraud the true 
owner, Mrs. Barron, called upon them to replace it in her name, 
and in Barton v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (38 
W. R. 197, 24 Q. B. D. 77) she got judgment against the com- 
pany directing them to do so. Lord Hiiuepon did not contest 
their right to take this course without 9. him, but 
looked to his brokers, who in turn, under the rules of the Stock 
Exchange, obtained an order of the committee for reimburse- 
ment by Surrn. Swirn thereupon claimed against Reynoxps. 
Rule 92, under which the committee acted, is as follows :— 
“The seller of shares or stock is responsible for the genuineness 
and regularity of all documents delivered, until reasonable time 
has been allowed to the transferee to execute and duly lodge 
such documents for verification and registration. When an 
official certificate of registration of such shares or stock has been 
issued, the committee will not (unless bad faith is alleged against 
the seller) take cognizance of any subsequent dispute as to title, 
until the legal issue has been decided, the reasonable expenses of 
which legal proceedings shall be borne by the seller.” Upon these 
words it is by no means clear what is intended by the ‘‘legal issue,” 
and it —— to have been contended on behalf of Reynoxps that 


it must be an issue between the brokers who are before the com- 
mittee. But such a restriction is not necessary, and ordinarily, 


as in the present case, the question of title will be decided in the 
courts of law as between outside parties. The intention would 
seem to be that, as soon as it has been decided at law that a 
transfer of shares or stock, although duly registered, is not 
valid, the broker of the transferor shall thereupon make good 
to the transferee the loss which he has sustained. Upon this 
view the House of Lords acted, holding that for the purpose of 
the rule the legal issue had been decided in the action i 
the railway company, and that consequently the jurisdiction of 
the committee had arisen, and the order made by them agai 
Samira was justified. It followed that he was entitled to be re- 
imbursed by his principal. 





Tue pectston of the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 559) in Re 
The Washington Diamond Mining Co, (Limited) deals with a 
point of some importance in the winding up of limited com- 
panies. The question was whether the mutual credit clause 
(section 38) in the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, is to be applied to the 
cross claims between a limited company and its members in 
respect of calls, so as to render valid a payment by the company, 
which, but for that clause, would be a fraudulent preference. It 
will be remembered that section 164 of the Companies Act, 
1862, provides that any such payment as would, if made “by 
any individual trader, be deemed, in the event of his bank- 
ruptcy, to have been made by way of undue or fraudulent pre- 
ference of the creditors of such trader, shall, if made by any 
company, be deemed in the event of such company being wound 
up under this Act, to have been made by way of undue or 
fraudulent preference of the creditors of such company, 
shall be invalid accordingly,” and the prosecution of the 
winding-up petition is to be deemed to correspond with the act 
of bankruptcy in the case of an individual trader. In the 
above case a director of the company within three days before 
the presentation of the petition on which the winding-up 
order was made, paid to the company a cheque for the amount 
of calls due upon his shares, and a cheque of the company for 
an equal amount of directors’ fees due to him was handed to 
him in exchange. His cheque was paid into the company’s 
bankers, and the amount of the company’s cheque was after- 
wards paid by the bankers to him. The court came to the con- 
clusion that the payment of the directors’ fees to the director 
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was made by way of fraudulent preference within the meaning 
of section 48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. But it was argued 
on behalf of the director that as, in the case of a bankrupt 
trader, the two debts— the director’s debt for calls and 
the company’s debt for fees—could, by virtue of the mutual 
credit clause, have been set off against each other after the 
bankruptcy just as effectually as before, and the preferential 
payment, therefore, could not have been avoided, section 164 
involved the same result in the winding-up of a company, 
which, it was said, ought for this purpose to be treated as a 
bankrupt trader. The answer, of course, is that a creditor, who 
is also a shareholder of the company, is precluded from setting 
up any right of set-off as against other creditors, and so it had 
been already held by Corroy, L.J., in Kent’s case (36 W. R. 
818, 39 Ch. D. 253). In favour of such a creditor section 38 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, does not apply, and there is nothing 
consequently to prevent the payment to him from being a 
fraudulent preference with the usual result that he is liable to 
refund the amount paid. 


A TRUSTEE’S RIGHT OF INDEMNITY AGAINST HIS 

CO-TRUSTEE. 
Tue chief object of appointing more than one trustee under a 
will or settlement is to insure the due management and the 
safety of the trust property, and the beneficiaries accordingly 
are entitled to expect proper attention to be given and control 
exercised by each of the trustees. And while every trustee 
is consequently made liable to the beneficiaries for any breach 
of trust which may occur, he, in his turn, has the advan- 
tage that this liability must be shared by his co-trustees, 
and if, in the first instance, he is called upon to make good 
the whole of the loss, he may in turn look to the rest for 
contribution. But in ordinary cases this is as far as his right 
to relief extends, and he cannot excuse himself entirely, and 
throw the whole loss on the co-trustee, on the ground that 
the latter was active in the breach of trust, and that he him- 
self had nothing todo with it. To allow such a right of in- 
demnity would be to admit that he was justified in leaving the 
management of affairs in the hands of the co-trustee. At the 
same time, while the recognition of the position of a “‘ passive 
trustee’ would be dangerous to the security of trust property in 
general, there are special cases where the rule is relaxed, and 
where an innocent trustee is allowed a right of indemnity. 

Examples of this are to be found in Lockhart v. Reilly 
(4 W. R. 438, 1 De G. & J. 464) and Thompson v. Finch (8 De 
G. M. & G. 560). In the latter case there were two trustees, 
Haywarp and Fivcu. Frycn allowed Haywarp to have under 
his control two sums of trust money, amounting together to 
£1,500, for the purpose of investing them on mortgage. Hay- 
WARD, who was a solicitor, advanced these sums, with other 
moneys, in his own name to a client of his, and they were ulti- 
mately lost; but he represented to Fincu that they had been 
invested on a sufficient mortgage. Fincu accepted this state- 
ment without further inquiry, and Haywarp having become 
insolvent, the beneficiaries sought to recover the loss against 
Frxcu. The judgment of Lord Romitiy, M.R., in the case 
(22 Beav. 316) is chiefly concerned with determining the 
liability ot Frxcu to the beneficiaries, and at the end he treats 
it as a matter of course that he should have a right of iu- 
demnity over against Haywarp. ‘It is, therefore,” he said, 
‘with great regret I feel myself compelled to make a decree for 
the restitution of the £1,500; but I must give Fivcu leave to 
go in under the insolvency, and to prove for the amount against 
Haywarp’s estate.” It seems to have been thought sufficient, 
therefore, that Haywarp was morally to blame for the breach 
of trust, and the Court of Appeal (8 De G. M. & G. 560) em- 
phasized this view of the matter by ordering him to shew cause 
why he should not be struck off the rolls. 

In Lockhart v. Reilly (supra), also, there was no attempt to 
discuss the general rule as to a trustee’s right of indemnity 
against a co-trustee, but stress was laid on the circumstance 
that the trustee by whom the breach of trust had been actively 
committed was a solicitor, and that he had gained an advantage 


| (the two trustees), said Lord Oranworrn, C., ‘ Exxis is 
| person who must be responsible; the whole matter was entru 
‘to him. He was a solicitor, and he evidently acted with a 
of favouring his own family. Even if that had not been so, the 
co-trustee leaves it with the trustee, who was a solicitor; ang 
from the negligence of the latter the evil, to a very great degreg” 
has arisen.” 
In these cases the right of indemnity was recognized with 
any inquiry as to its limits, and toascertain these a case is requi 
in which the right is denied. Such a case arose in Bahin v. Hughag” 
(34 W. R. 311, 31 Ch. D. 390). Property was vested by will ig) 
three trustees—Miss Hucues, who managed the business of the” 
trust as the acting trustee, and Mrs. BurpEen and Mrs. Epwanpg,” 
Certain bonds having been paid off, the money was received,” 
with the consent of Mrs. BurpEen and Mr. and Mrs. EDWARDS, — 
by Miss Hucues and Mr. Burpen, and shortly afterwards wag 
invested by them on mortgage of leasehold houses, a securi 
not authorized by the will. Notice of the (eye investment | 
was given to Mrs. Epwarps, and some months later her husband” 
wrote complaining that he had not been consulted, but no 
further step was taken. Ultimately the security proved in” 
sufficient, and the beneficiaries brought an action against Migs © 
Hvucues, Mr. Epwarps—his wife othe dead—and Mr. and” 
Mrs. Burpen, charging them with a breach of trust, and) 
claiming that they should make good the trust fund. All of 
them were held liable, but Mr. Epwarps claimed to be) 
indemnified by Miss Hvucuzs. This right of indemnity the > 
Court of Appeal refused to admit. Corroy, L.J., referred to 
Lockhart v. Reilly (supra), as having been decided on the ground ™ 
that the acting trustee was a solicitor and also obtained advan. | 
tage by the breach of trust, and he pointed out that the same ~ 
circumstances were present in Thompson v. Finch (supra). “Tg 
appears,” he said, “that in this case also the trustee was a © 
solicitor, and that he really took the money for himself, for he ~ 
mixed it with his own money and invested it on a mortgage,” = 
Hence, without definitely limiting the right of indemnity, he 7 
was content, for the time being, to restrict it to cases where ™ 
circumstances such as these were present. ‘I think it wrong,” | 
he observed, “‘ to lay down any limitation of the circumstances © 
under which one trustee would be held liable to the other | 
for indemnity, both having been held liable to the cestui qua” 
trust ; but, so far as cases have gone at present, relief has only © 
been granted against 2 trustee who has himself got the benefit A 
of a breach of trust, or between whom and his co-trustees there 
has existed a relation which will justify the court in treating © 
him as solely liable for the breach of trust.” In Bahin y,~ 
Hughes, however, there was nothing of this kind. It was ~ 
simply the case where one trustee, acting alone, makes an © 
improper investment, honestly, but erroneously, and the co- ~ 
trustee forbears to interfere. ‘In my opinion,” said Corron, 
L.J., “the money was lost as much by the default of Mr, ~ 
Epwarps as by the innocent though erroneous action of his co- | 
trustee, Miss Hucues.” : 
The recent case of Elvidge v. Bellingham (ante, p. 600) is of © 
greater difficulty, but Sririive, J., acting upon the opinion of © 
the Court of Appeal, that the rule as thus restricted is only to ~ 
be extended with great caution, held that there was no right of ~ 
indemnity. Bx.tiincuam and Furiey were trustees of a mar- 
riage settlement. Furtzy had been a solicitor, but in 1873 ~ 
retired from practice. In January, 1884, he was the sole ~ 
trustee of the settlement; on the 30th of that month Br.iine- ~ 
HAM was appointed trustee, and on the 3lst £1,000 ef trust © 
money was invested on an unauthorized mortgage. The invest ~ 
ment—a third mortgage—was arranged by Furey, and he had | 
been advised by the solicitor to the trust that it was not am 
authorized investment, but that, having regard to the valuation ~ 
of the mortgaged property, the risk attaching to the investment 
would be small. Furizy, acting, so it appeared from eS 
evidence, in good faith, thought it sufficient to tell BetrinenaM ~ 
that, in his opinion, the investment might with propriety be 
made, without giving him the details of the advice he ™ 
received. Furizy died in 1887. Subsequently the invest-~ 
ment proved worthless, and the beneficiaries required © 
that the breach of trust should be made good. ; 
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the earlier cases, Betirncuam could not avoid liability. Furtey 
had not acted as solicitor, nor had he made any profit out of the 
preach of trust. In addition, Srirtine, J., pointed out that 
another class of cases should be included, where, namely, the 
trustee immediately responsible for the breach of trust has been 
guilty of dishonesty towards his co-trustee; and this, perhaps, 
ives the best ground for the decision in Thompson v. Finch (supra). 
The false statement there made by Haywanp, that he had invested 
the trust money on mortgage, was quite sufficient to make him 
liable as regards his co-trustee. But in the present case it was 
expressly found that Furey acted honestly, and all that could 
be charged against him was that he refrained from disclosing 
the advice he received. 

If the right of indemnity was one which the courts were 
willing to recognize and extend, doubtless this would be a good 

ound for extending it; but, as above pointed out, the reverse 
is the case, and in Bahin v. Hughes (supra), Fry, L.J., put 
this on the ground that the beneficiaries are entitled to the 
vigilance of all the trustees. ‘‘In my judgment,” he said, 
“the courts ought to be very jealous of raising any such 
implied liability as is insisted on, because if such existed 
it would act as an opiate upon the consciences of the trustees ; 
so that, instead of the cestui que trust having the benefit of 
several acting trustees, each trustee would be looking to 
the other or others for a right of indemnity, and so neglect 
the performance of his duties. Sucha doctrine would be against 
the policy of the court in relation to trusts.” It is, of course, 
better for a trustee to give his co-trustee all the information 
which he has received, but the fact that, without any dishonest 
intention, he has omitted to do so, ought not to impose on him 
so heavy a burden as exclusive liability for the breach of trust. 

It appears, then, that a trustee is entitled to assume that his 
co-trustee is acting honestly towards him, and is not making 
a profit out of the trust; and if the co-trustee is acting as 
solicitor, he is entitled to rely upon him in that capacity. A 
failure by the co-trustee, therefore, in any of these respects 
uts him in the wrong as between themselves, and the trustee 
is entitled to indemnity against any resulting loss. But further 
than this the right of indemnity does not extend, and a trustee 
may not, in reliance upon his co-trustee, forego any inquiries 
which are necessary to assure him of the propriety of a proposed 
investment. 





AWARD ON QUESTION OF LIABILITY CONDITION 
PRECEDENT TO RIGHT OF ACTION. 

Tue case of Re Kenworthy and Sutton, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 12th ult., raised the question, What is the effect 
in a contract of a clause that all matters in difference arising 
between the parties thereto shall be referred to an arbitrator, 
whose award on the question of Jiability shall be a condition 
precedent to any right of action in respect of such differences ? 

The objection to such a clause has always been that it ‘‘ ousts 
the courts of their jurisdiction,” a well-known phrase, which 
appears to derive its origin in this connection from the case of 
Kull y. Hollister (1 Wils. 129), decided in the year 1746, the 
report of whith is as follows :—‘‘ This is an action upon a 
policy of insurance, wherein a clause was inserted that in case 
of any loss or dispute about the policy it should be referred to 
arbitration ; and the plaintiff avers in his declaration that there 
has been no reference; upon the trial at Guildhall the point was 
reserved for the consideration of the court, whether this action 
well laid before a reference had been. And by the whole court, 
If there had been a reference depending, or made and deter- 
mined, it might have been a bar, but the agreement of the par- 
ties cannot oust this court, and as no reference has been, nor 
any is depending, the action is well brought and the plaintiff 
must have judgment.” This case was followed in Thompson v. 
Charnock (8 T, R. 139), in which Lord Kenyon said: “It has 
been decided again and again that an agreement to refer all 
matters in dispute to arbitration is not sufficient to oust the 
courts of law or equity of their jurisdiction.” 

So stood the law in 1856, when the case of Scott v. Avery (5 
H. L. Cas, 811) was decided in the House of Lords; and so it 
stands to this day in cases to which the principle of Scott v. 


Avery does not apply. That case, however, decided that if the 
— to a contract agree that in case of a breach the party in 
efault shall pay such as shall be awarded by an arbi- 
trator, the award being a condition precedent to any liability to 
pay, no action can be brought for breach of the contract until 
the arbitrator has made his award. Such a stipulation 
was heid not to oust the courts of their jurisdiction, being, 
in fact, only a means of arriving at liquidated damages*and 
nothing more than an extension of the doctrine that the parties 
may agree what damages shall be paid in case of a par- 
ticular breach. There was never any doubt that the parties 
might say “‘in case of a particular breach the damages shall be 
£50,” and, similarly, there could be no objection to their saying 
“‘in case of a particular breach the damages shall be such as 
A. B. shall award.” ‘Whether the case of Scott v. Avery really 
decided more than this may be doubted. This was the only 
point taken by the counsel for the respondents, the successful 
parties, and Bramwe ., B., always asserted that such was the 
principle. In Horton vy. Sayer (4 H. & N. 643) he said: “I 
think that Scott v. Avery was rightly decided, though perhaps 
I may have some bias in consequence of my having been counsel 
for the plaintiff. The principle of that decision is very intelli- 
gible. If a man covenants to do a particular act, and also 
covenants that if any dispute shall arise in respect thereof it 
shall be referred to arbitration, that is the case with reference 
to which the courts have used the unfortunate expression that 
‘their jurisdiction is ousted by the agreement of the parties.’ 
On the other hand, if a man covenants to do a particular act, 
and that, in the event of his not doing it, the other party shall 
be entitled to receive such a sum of money as they hall agree 
upon, or if they cannot agree such an amount as shall be deter- 
mined by an arbitrator, there is no debt which can be sued for 
until the arbitrator has ascertained what sum is to be paid. For 
instance, if a person covenants to farm land in a particular 
manner or to pay such a sum of money as a third person shall 
award as the ta fr no obligation to pay attaches until the 
amount has been fixed by the referee.” Again, in Liliott v. The 
Royal Exchange Co, (lu. R. 2 Ex, 237) the same learned judge 
said: ‘‘ I agree that there is no aw doubt as to the law, nor 
did I ever think there was even before the decision of Scott v. 
Avery. In the argument of that case (the arbitration clause in 
which was settled by Mr. Justice Cresswett) Mr. Manisry and 
myself were counsel for the defendants (in error)—we scarcely 
cited a case but laid down a proposition, which was almost 
immediately adopted by the judges below and by the House of 
Lords. That proposition was that if two persons, whether in 
the same or in a different deed from that which creates 
the liability, agree to refer the matter on which the lia- 
bility arises to arbitration, that agreement does not take 
away the right of action. But if the original agreement i: 
not simply to poy a sum of money, but that a sum of money 
shall be paid if something else happens, and that something else 
is that a third person shall settle the amount, then no cause of 
action arises until the third person has so assessed the sum. For 
to say the contrary would be to give the party a different mea- 
sure of damages or rate of compensation from that for which he 
has ranean This is plain common sense, and what I under- 
stand the House of Lords to have decided in Scott v. Avery.” 
Now it is true that the judgment of Lord Camrnett in Scott 
v. Avery went further than that. ‘I am of opinion,” said he, 
“that the clause in this policy embraced not only the assess- 
ment of damages, the contemplation of quantum, but also any 
dispute that might arise between the underwriters and the 
assured respecting the liability of the insurers as well as the 
amount to be paid. That being the intention of the parties, is 
the contract legal?” and then his lordship proceeds to state his 
reasons for answering the question in the affirmative. This 
judgment, however, went further than that of Lord CranworTn 
or Lord Brovenam, and further than the opinions of the judges 
who advised the House of Lords in that case, besides un- 
necessary to the decision of the case, which could have been 
decided on the ground that the computation of amount was a 
condition tack, the only point to which the argument of 
the respondents was directed. Consequently there still lurked 
in the minds of many persons a doubt whether a finding of 
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a right of action; indeed the present Master of the Rolls in 
Edwards vy. The Aberayon Society (1 Q. B. D, 563) expressed his 
opinion that it could not (see PP. 593, 594). 

Strange as it may appear, this question does not seem to have 
arisen in any reported case until last year when Zrainor v. The 
Pheniz Fire Assurance Co, (65 L. T, 825) came before a divi- 
sional court. In that case the plaintiff claimed on a policy, the 
defence being fraud on the part of the plaintiff. The policy 
contained a condition that all matters of difference should be 
referred to an arbitrator, whose award on the question of liability 
should be a condition precedent to any right of action, and this 
clause was pleaded as a bar to the action. The plaintiff argued 
that the jurisdiction of the courts could not be ousted by such a 
clause, especially when so serious an issue as fraud was raised, 
and asserted his alleged right as a British subject to have that 
issue tried by a jury. This was, therefore, a strong case for tne 
plaintiff. The court, however, held that the arbitrator’s award 
on the question of liability was a condition precedent to the 

laintiff’s right to bring an action. The full effect of Lord 

AMPBELL’s judgment was, therefore, recognized in this case. 

It is perhaps to be regretted that so important a case should 
not have found a place in the Zaw Reports. We have thought 
it right to draw attention to that case and to Re Kenworthy and 
Sutton, which raised precisely the same points, as being really 
important cases one of which has not been, and the other of 
which may not be, accorded a place which one or the other 
certainly deserves. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


BILLS PASSED INTO LAw.—On the 29th ult. the Royal Assent was 
given to the Treasury Chest Fund, North Sea Fisheries, Appeals 
(Forma Pauperis), Voluntary Conveyances, Weights and Measures, 
Duchy of Cornwall, Seal Fishery (North Pacific), and Public Works 
Loans Bills, and to a large number of private Bills. 








REVIEWS. 
MERCHANDISE MARKS. 


THE Law or MERCHANDISE Marks. By FRANK SArrorD, Barrister- 
at-Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

This is a work on the compilation of which much care and thought 
have evidently been bestowed. It appears to give readers concerned 
with the study of the criminal law relating to merchandise marks as 
much information as they can reasonably require or expect to get, 
and if they want more we do not know where they are to look for it. 
The Acts of 1887 and 1891 are very fully annotated, with references to 
the decisions of the courts, the practice of the Customs authorities, 
and the relevant details of the criminal procedure. The appendices 
contain, we should say, all that is to be known concerning the 
material enactments, such as Acts of Parliament, Orders in Council, 
Customs general orders and regulations, international treaties and 
conventions, colonial arrangements, and the like. The names of the 
cases cited are frequently spelt incorrectly, and we hesitate to accept 
the statements of the law relating to trade-marks in the civil courts as 
being in all cases accurate, but those matters do not materially affect 
the general impression produced by the book, which is that on the 
subject with which it professes to deal it is a complete aud trustworthy 
guide. The tables of cases, of statutes, and of abbreviations are not 
where one would expect to find them, being at the end of the book 
instead of at the beginning. 


MARRIAGE LAW. 


THE Law oF MARRIAGE AND FamILy RELATIONS. A MANUAL OF 


Practicat Law. By Nevitt Geary, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Adam & Charles Black. ¢ ii 


This is a work in the preparation of which many authorities, both 
legal and theological, have necessarily been laid ie contribution. 
It forms one of a series of practical legal manuals, intended as well 
for laymen as for the profession. The preparation of such a work 
necessarily involves the exercise of considerable judgment and skill, 
so that it may adequately fulfil its dual aim. hat both these 


qualities have been exerted by the author is apparent from every page 
of the work. Though the volume before us is hes wanting in fatordat 
to the general public, its utility will, we venture to think, be more 
promptly recognized by lawyers and ecclesiastics, who will find in it 
a trustworthy guide on questions concerning the legal formation and 





dissolution of the marriage contract. In the introduction the history 


of law and legislation regulating marriage and its dissolution 
given. The contents of the whole work (including the introduction) 


are divided into nineteen chapters and six appendices, which compags ~ 
a very wide range of subjects, including the subsisting Roman Catho- — 
lic Canon Law relating to marriage and its nullification, together 7 
with a summary of the powers possessed by the Roman Catholig 
iments to marriage. Ip ~ 


hierarchy in England to dispense with im 


a chapter headed ‘‘ International Law,”’ the validity that the English 


law gives to matrimonial acts out of the jurisdiction, and to such | 


as are done within it, which are or might be invalid by some foreign 
law applicable to one or both of the parties, is carefull 
The 


we think, bear a more informing title than ‘‘Infancy,” the 

governing parents and infants, and prescribing their respective 
powers, duties, and liabilities is fully and methodically expounded, 
On the other hand, such subjects as marriage settlements and divorce 


practice necessarily receive but passing notice, though it should be — 


mentioned that in chapter 7, s. 5 (b) there will be found collected a 
series of rulings by ecclesiastical judges on the subject of adultery, 
which, hitherto, do not appear to have been discussed at length by 
legal text-writers. Cases are freely cited by the author in support of 
the various propositions of law contained in the work, though notice 
of the earlier cases is very properly omitted where these have been 
subsequently reviewed by the Court of Appeal. Amongst the cases 
commented upon is the notorious one of 2, v. Jackson (39 W. R. 407, 
C. A.; 1891, 1 Q. B. 671, C. A.), and the author expresses an opinion 
that one result of this decision will be to render the old action for 
harbouring a wife against her husband’s will obsolete. A 

number of statutes (including the Foreign Marriage Act, 1892) are 
also referred to in Mr. Geary’s work, and the Foreign Marriages Order 
in Council, 1892, which was issued while the work was in the press, 
has been introduced at page 108. Ready reference to the contents of 
the volume is insured by analytical tables, prefixed to the various 
chapters, and by a carefully prepared index, extending over thirty 


pages. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
TuE Business MAn’s County Court Guipe: A PRAcricAL MANUAL 
OF THE ORDINARY PROCEDURE IN THESE TRIBUNALS, ESPECIALLY 


TRADE DEBTS; INCLUDING PRacTICAL INFORMATION UPON 

EvIDENcE, SPECIAL DEFENCES, &C., AND WITH AN APPENDIX OF 

UseruL Forms AND TABLE OF FEES. By CHARLES JONES, 

Effingham Wilson & Co. 

As the title imports, the scope of this work is somewhat limited, 
and it does not pretend to compete with the larger works on County 
Court jurisdiction and practice, which, though familiar to the 
profession, are “‘ caviare to the general.” Still, it does contain, in a 
handy form, some practical information on the ordinary re 
procedure and routine of the county courts, while here and there, an 
notably at pp. 173 and 176, some shrewd remarks are made by the 
author on matters of interest to county court suitors which indicate 
that he possesses practical experience on the branch of law with which 
his work is concerned. The author has, somewhat arbitrarily, and, 
as appears to us, without any real benefit to the reader, divided his 
work of 237 pages into nine parts. These parts bear no special 
titles, and part 2 actually commences with a chapter which is 
obviously a continuation of the subject dealt with in the last chapter 
of the preceding part, and is indeed headed, Chapter V.—Parties 
(continued). In any future edition of the work it is to be hoped that 
the author will either abandon altogether the division into parts, 
or else reduce the number of them considerably, and give to each an 
appropriate title. There are two appendices at the end of the volume, 
which respectively comprise a schedule of court fees and forms 
particulars of claim. A good index of 30 pages has also been 
provided. 








On Tuesday last, at the Central Criminal Court, Mr. Justice Haw: 
in a case before him, asked Mr. Avory for a copy of the ‘‘so- 
depositions” in a case coming from Southwark, i 
had handed to me are as bad as bad can be—worse than useless. I cam 
only say that if magistrates’ clerks cannot return depositions in a better 
form and in better writing than these they had better not return them at 
all. ‘These are scandalous in the extreme. They are no use whatever, 
and I am much more embarrassed with them than without them. Wh 

it ultimately makes any difference or not, I shall make an order that the 
cost of these d tions shall not be allowed, and if the m 

clerk has to pay for them himself, let him do so. 1 positively cannot read 
them. The abbreviations throughout are really scandalous, and if magis- 
trates’ clerks scamp their work—I cannot use a more appropriate word, 
because no other word is more applicable—in this way, the sooner 
cease to be magistrates’ clerks the better. If they cannot write themselves, 





court 


= 


y considered, ~ 

tch and Irish matrimonial laws receive separate treatment in — 

chapters 18 and 19 of the work, while in chapter 14, which might, oe 
Ww 


WITH REFERENCE TO TRADESMENS’ DISPUTES AND THE RECOVERY OF — 


adding: ‘‘ Those I have ~ 


they ought to employ a boy who can write rather than send them to the 
7 in this state. a 























ae een 


a 


ae dG Tap EINES yt 


Seah Ln helge y oDeRN ET: 


ie fea RAR id rg 








































SFSIER FER ESSSLEF 


Ss 


“es ecesescss fF “MSSSSESSBEB FESS 









luction) 
oma pass 
Catho- 
ogether 
Yatholig 
ge. Ip 
English 
iO such 
foreign 
idered, 
nent in 
might, 
he law 
pective 
unded, 
livorce 
uld be 


NUAL 
ALLY 
RY OF 
UPON 
xX OF 
NES, 


ited, 
unty 
the 
in a 
7a; 
Pe 
the 
cate 
hich 
und, 
his 
cial 









his 4 
ation C 












Poe ree ee 


July 8, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


ae tee 
BN tin 






et Oe Ee 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CRONMIRE ». MacCOLLA—No. 1, 28th June. 


Execution Creprror—Soricrror’s Cuarcinc OrpER—GARNISHEE ORDER— 
Writ or Exrcutron—Vor Writ—Irreauiark Warir—Trespass. 


This was an action of trespass. The statement of claim alleged that 
the defendant wrongfully broke and entered on premises in the pos- 
session. of the plaintiff and seized the plaintiff's goods under colour o 
divers pretended and illegal writs of execution ; and it further alleged that 
before and at the time of the a complained of all moneys due under 
the judgments in respect of which the defendant affected to levy execu- 
tion were attached in the plaintiff’s hands by a garnishee order issued out 
of the High Court, whereof the defendant had notice. The plaintiff 
claimed damages and repayment of a sum of money which he had been 
compelled to pay to the defendant in order that the execution might be 
withdrawn. It appeared that the defendant had acted as solicitor to one 
Monckton in three actions brought in the Mayor's Court by Monckton 
against the plaintiff. On the 20th of February, 1892, the defendant 
obtained a judgment in one of these actions in favour of Monckton for 
the amount claimed, with costs; and on the 29th of February he obtained 
similar judgments in the two other actions, also with costs. A sum of 
money substantially sufficient to satisfy the claims in the three actions had 
been paid into court. The costs of the three actions were taxed on the 10th of 
March, the 16th of March, and the 19th of March respectively. On the 16th 
of March Messrs. Morris & Morris, who were judgmentcreditorsof Monckton, 
obtained and served upon the plaintiff a garnishee order nisi attaching all 
debts owing or accruing from the plaintiff to Monckton; and by the 
same order the plaintiff was ordered to appear before the master on the 
23rd of March to shew cause why he should not pay to the judgment 
creditors the debt due from him to Monckton. On the 18th of March the 
defendant gave notice to the plaintiff of a memorandum dated the 5th of 
November, 1891, by which Monckton had charged all moneys to be 
recovered in the Mayor’s Court actions, either by payment into court or 
otherwise, with payment of his costs to be incurred therein. Qn the 21st 
of March the defendant obtained a solicitor’s charging order, under 
23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 28, by which he was declared to be entitled toa 
charge for his costs on the property recovered through his instrumentality 
in the actions in the Mayor’s Court. On the 23rd of March the 
plaintiff attended before the master on the hearing of the garnishee 
summons; the defendant did not attend, but it appeared that the 
master was informed of the existence of the charging order, and 
the summons was adjourned. On the 24th of March the defendant 
caused a writ of execution to be issued out of the Mayor's Court under 
the judgment of the 20th of February in respect of the costs ordered by 
that judgment to be paid. The plaintiff's goods were seized under this 
writ of execution, and the plaintiff paid the bailiff out under protest. 
On the 25th and 28th of March the defendant caused two further writs 
of execution to be issued in respect of the costs due under the second 
and third judgments, and, on execution being levied, payments were 
made by the plaintiff as in the first case. The defendant alleged that the 
plaintiff had notice of a letter from Messrs. Morris & Morris, in which 
they said that they made no claim to any of the said costs under their 
garnishee order. On the Ist of April the garni-hee order nisi was made 
absolute. The plaintiff maintained that the executions were illegal b 
reason of the garnishee order with which he had been served, and that he 
was entitled to sue the defendant in trespass. The action came on for 
hearing before Lord Coleridge, C.J., anda jury. The jury having been 
discharged, the Lord Chief Justice held that an action for trespass would 
not lie in such a case until the writs of execution had been set aside, and 
gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiff “P ed. It was 
argued on his behalf that the executions were not justified, inasmuch as 
by the garnishee order of the 16th of March the debts due from the 
intiff to Monckton were attached and became bound in the plaintiff's 
ds: see ord. 45, r. 2. The writs of execution, being issued after the 
service of that order, were null and void. It was impossible for the 
plaintiff to take any step towards bringing the defendant before the 
master except by making a suggestion under rule 5, and this he had done. 
This was not a case of an exercise of judicial discretion on the part of the 
court ; the defendant had set the officer of the court in motion wrong- 
fully. There was no authority for the proposition that in such a care it 
was necessary to set aside the writ before commencing an action. The 
following cases were referred to:—Cameron v. Lightfoot (2 W. Bl. 1190) ; 
Brooks v. Hodgkinson (7 W.R. 735); Painter v. Liverpool Gas Co. (3 A. & E. 
433) ; Blanchenoy v. Burt (4 Q. B. 707); Wood v. Dunn (15 W. R. 180, L. R. 
2Q. B. 73); Turnbull v. Robertson (26 W. R. 557). 

Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuznr, M.R., said the defendant was in the position of a judgment 
creditor of the plaintiff, and he therefore had a right, as a matter of law, 
to have a writ of execution issued by the court in which the judgment had 
been obtained. There was no ground for saying that under poy circum- 
stances the service of a garnishee order on the debtor would interfere with 
the right of the judgment creditor to proceed with his execution. Rules 5 
and 6 of order 45 were the rules dealing with the matter, and they said 
that the execution creditor might be summoned to appear before the court 
or judge, and that the court or judge might then make such order as 
seemed right. But until an order was so made the claim of the 
execution creditor, the rules did not prevent him from proceeding on his 
judgment. So far from the writs of execution in this case being void, he 
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been obtained irregularly, that would not have been sufficient to entitle 
the plaintiff to sue in 


Bowen and Kay, Told. exnennel asians Wineh, Q.0., and 
Macaskie; Kemp, Q.O., and Ogle. Souscrrons, Bennett § Leaver ; Charles 


MacColia. 
{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.} 


HUGHES v. VARGAS—No. 1, 29th June. 


Evivence—Docvuments—PRIvVILEGE—DOcUMENT CONNECTED wWitH AFrPrarRs 
or Starse—Report to Heap or Pusiic OrricE—JURISDICTION TO ORDER 
Propvuction or DocumMEntT AT 


Action by a clerk in the cashiers’ ent of the Inland Revenue 
Office against the chief cashier, ee tiff’s su officer, for alleged 
libel contained in a report by the defendant to the Accountant-General. 
At the trial the Chairman of the Board of Inland Revenue was called and 
objected to produce the report upon the ground that to do so would be 

rejudicial and injurious to discipline and to the public service. The 
earned judge ewan ee declined to make an order for its production, and 
directed a verdict an sotguent for the defendant. The plaintiff sages 
in person for a new trial, contending that the judge ought to have 
the report to be produced. 

Tue Court (Lord Esurr, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the application. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the head of the public department took 
objection to the production of the report on the ground that to ace it 
would be injurious to the public service. Beatson v. Skeene (8 W. R. 544, 
5 H. & N. 838) shewed how such an objection should be dealt with. 
Pollock, C.B., said:—‘‘ We are of opinion that, if the production of a 
State paper would be injurious to the public service, the general public 
interest must be considered paramount to the individual interest of a 
suitor in a court of justice ; and the question then arises, how is this to 
be determined? It is manifest it must be determined either by the pre- 
siding judge or by the responsible servant of the Crown in whose custody 
the paper is. The judge would be unable to determine it without ascer- 
taining what the document was, and ne Oe blication. of it would be 

w 


injurious to the public service—an inqu ich cannot take place in 
pebeshe, and which taking place in public may do all the mischief which 
it is pro to against. It a to us, therefore, that the 


uestion whether the production of the documents would be injurious to 
the public service must be determined, not by the judge, but by the head 
of the department having the custody of the Pn -_ + + Perha 
cases might arise where the matter would be so clear that the judge t 
well ask for it, in spite of some official scruples as to producing it; but 
this must be consi rather as an extreme case.”’ at was the rule. 
It was not for the judge to decide whether the production of the document 
would be injurious to the ro service. According to Lord Lyndhurst 
in Sith v. East India Co. (1 Ph. 50) public policy required free communi- 
cation in a case like this between the head officers in a public office, 
and to render those communications liable to be produced in a court of 
justice would operate to restrain the freedom of the communications. 
Here there was a report made by the plaintiff's su to one of the 
heads of the d t, relating to the discipline of the office, and the 
learned judge was quite right in eooegting objection taken by the head 
of the Inland Revenue Office to e report. : 
Bowen, L.J., concurred. was not a question of the defendant’s 
privilege, namely, that the publication was as between him and the 
plaintiff privileged at the time when the document was published. The 
question here was as to eu Me vilege of the Crown when called upon to 
oan ould not take os ttoalf to doche what te pre re he 
the court could not take u 
a A court of justice could not know the 
interests of prealh soy Bas agm as — as those who controlled it, and 
upon that ground the courts, except in extreme cases, 
of the head of the a that the production of the document would 
be injurious to the public service. Here the ground of objection given by 
the chairman of the Board of Inland Revenue was that it would be 
injurious to the discipline of the office if the court was to demand the 


a ground accepted by Lord Lyndhurst in Smith v. East India Co. After 
that objection the oom would bar order the document to be produced. 
Kay, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, Lockwood, Q.C., and Danckwerts. 
Soxscrror, Solicitor of Jnland Revenue. 

[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.) 


WHEATON v. MAPLE—No. 2, 3rd July. 


Easement—Licut—Lasser or Crown—Paescription Act (2 & 3 Wi. 
4, c. 71), ss. 2, 3. 


This was an Kekewich, J. 

the question whet er, under section 3 of the Prescription Act (2 & 3 Will. 
4, c. 71), an ‘absolute and indefeasible” 
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all damage which might be done with respect to (inter alia) all rights of 
air and light which any person might have over the land. Under that 

ment the defendants proceeded to erect a building, and of that 
building the plaintiff complained in the present action. The plaintiff was 
the owner in fee of land adjoining the defendants’ Jand. He acquired his 
title in 1852, and he then built a house which he now sought to protect. 
He and his tenants had enjoyed access of light to that house for more 
than forty years without interruption, and the light so enjoyed would be 
interfered with by the defendants’ new building. In March, 1893, the 
plaintiff issued his writ in this action. He contended that (1) section 3 
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of the Preecription Act (2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71) applied to the Crown; (2) if | 
not, it applied to the Crown’s lessees, who had allowed access of light to | 


be enjoyed over the property for twenty years without interruption ; (3) 
if the plaintiff had not acquired a title under section 3 he had by forty 
years’ enjoyment under section 2; (4) atall events a lost grant ought to be 
presumed in his favour, or immemorial enjoyment ought to be inferred. 
Kekewich, J., held that the plaintiff had not acquired an easement in fee 
against the Crown, but that he had acquired an easement against the lessees 
of the Crown for the residue of the term of ninety-nine years granted 
by the lease of 1826, and that the easement so acquired must be treated as 
subsisting as against the defendants until the year 1914, when that lease 
would have expired by effluxion of time if the defendants had not sur- 
rendered it. From that judgment the defendants appealed. Section 2 of 
the Prescription Act provides as follows: ‘‘No claim which may be law- 
fully made at the common law by custom, prescription, or grant to any 
way or other easement or to any watercourse or the use of any water to 
be enjoyed or derived upon, over, or from any land or water of our said 
lord the king, his heirs or successors . . when such way or other 
matter as herein last before mentioned shall have been actually enjoyed 
by any person claiming right thereto without interruption for the full 
period of twenty years shall be defeated or destroyed by shewing only that 
such way or other matter was first enjoyed at any time prior to such 
period of twenty years . . 3 and where such way or other matter as 
herein last before mentioned shall have been so enjoyed as aforesaid for 
the full period of forty years, the right thereto shall be deemed absolute 
and indefeasible unless it shall appear that the same was enjoyed by some 
consent or agreement expressly given or made for that purpose by deed or 
writing.’’ Section 3 provides: ‘‘ When the access and use of light to and 
for any dwelling-house, workshop, or other building shall have been 
actually enjoyed therewith for the full period of twenty years without 
interruption, the right thereto shall be deemed absolute and indefeasible, 
any local usage or custom to the contrary notwithstanding, unless it shall 
appear that the same was enjoyed by some consent or agreement expressly 
made or given for that purpose by deed or writing.’’ 

Tue Covert (Linptey, Lorgs, and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) 
appeal. 

Lixpiry, L.J. (in the course of a written judgment) said, before 
considering the effect of the Prescription Act, it was desirable to dispose 
of the points relied on by the plaintiff apart from the Act. As to 
presuming a grant in his favour, a grant from the Crown as distinguished 
from its tenant could not be presumed, for there had been no enjoyment 
by the Crown, and without enjoyment there was no foundation for such a 
presumption. And a title by immemorial prescription was excluded by 
the known history of the plaintiff’s house which was built in 1852. Nor was 
there any evidence of any grant of any easement by any lessee of the 
Crown to endure during the residue of the term, which, if granted, would 
have been valid even as against the Crown, notwithstanding the surrender, 
until 1914, the time when the lease would have expired by effluxion of 
time ; nor could any such grant by any of the Crown’s lessees be inferred 
as a fact, nor was it necessary, in order to account for the state of things 
existing, to presume as a matter of law any such grant. See Brightv. Walker 
(1C. M. & R. 211), where the doctrine of presumption was carefully ex- 
plained. The plaintiff's right, if any, then, was reduced to the statute 2 & 
3 Will. 4, c. 71. The section specially applicable to light was section 3, 
which was clearand simple. On it arose two questions: (1) Did it bind the 
Crown ? (2) Did it confer a temporary right against a lessee of the Crown, 
though not against the Crown itself as reversioner? In Perry v. Eames (35 
So.icrrors’ Journar, 276; 39 W. R. 602; 1891, 1 Ch. 658) it was decided 
it did not bind the Crown, though rections 1 and 2 did; and upon 
reflection his lordship thought that decision was correct. S2ction 3 was 
not a mere addition or proviso to or qualification of section 2, but a fresh 
and independent enactment relating to a different kind of easement. The 
Crown was never bound by a statutory enactment unless the intention of 
the Legislature to bind it was clear and unmistakable, which was not the 
case here. Then, lastly, had eection 3 conferred an easement against the 
Crown’s lessees? So far as mere language was concerned, and apart from 
the nature of the subject-matter dealt with by the section, the words 
‘‘ absolute and indefeasible’’ might easily mean absolute and indefeasible 
against all English subjects, whether lessees of the Crown or other people ; 
but to read the section so would be to create, by mere occupation and 
enjoyment, a class of easements which at common law could never have 
been acquired by prescription—i.c., easements for terms of years, and 
which, not being capable of being so acquired, were outside the scope of 
the statute. The expression ‘absolute and indefeasible’’ as applied to 
easements of all kinds, coupled with the declared intention of the Act, 
which was to shorten the time for prescription, shewed that the easements 
dealt with were those which, when acquired, imposed a burden for ever 
upon the servient tenement. That view of the statute was clearly 
expressed in Bright v. Walker—viz., that the Act had not created a class of 
easements which could not be gained by prescription at common law, or, in 
other words, had not created an easement for a limited time only or 
available only against particular owners or occupiers of the servient 
tenement, such easements being only capable of being created, after as 
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before the Act, by grant or by an agreement enforceable in equity. Hig © 


lordship concurred in the view judicially held to be correct in Perry 9, 
Eames, that light was not included in section 2. The appeal must be 
allowed, and judgment entered for the defendants with costs. 

Lorgs and A. L. Surrn, L JJ., concurred.—Counsgi, Warmington, Q.C., 
and Ingle Joyce; Marten, Q.C., and Boome. Soxticrrons, Peake, Bird, 
Collins, & Peake ; Wakeford, ?_ay, § Woulfe. 


Reported by Arraur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MIDGLEY ». MIDGLEY—No. 2, 4th July. 


Executor —STatTuTE-BARRED Dent—ADMINISTRATION Summons By CRreEpI- 
Tor DismissEp—SvunseQqugENT PAYMENT OF THE DeEnT BY ONE EXECUTOR 
AGAINST THE WISH OF HIS CO-ExecutroR—*‘ Res Jupicata ’’—DrVASTAVIT, 


Appeal from Romer, J. The chief point raised by this appeal was 
whether an executor had committed a devastavit by paying a statute-barred 
debt of the testator under the following circumstances :—J. Midgley, who 
died in 1891, appointed his wife, the present plaintiff, and the defendant, 
S. Midgley, executors; and the plaintiff was also the universal legatee 
under the will. On April 9, 1892, an originating summons for the admin. 
istration of the testator’s estate was taken out on behalf of two ladies 
named Sager by a Mr. Plant, their solicitor, claiming payment of a sum 
of £135, representing principal and interest, which they alleged to be due 
to them from the testator’s estate in respect of a loan of £150 made by 
them to the testator in 1880, which, by a payment made by the testator in 
1885, had been reduced to £100, since which date no payment or acknow- 
ledgment of the debt had been made. One of the executors—viz., the 
defendant S. Midgley—did not oppose the summons, but the testator’s 
widow, the other executor, did, and set up the Statute of Limitations, and 
also suggested accord and satisfaction. On April 29, 1892, this summons 
was dismissed, on the ground that the debt was statute barred. The other 
executor, 8. Midgley, nevertheless, in May, 1892, gave Mr. Plant, who was 
acting as solicitor for the Misses Sager, a cheque for £135 signed by him- 
self alone, and payable to the Misses Sager or bearer. The cheque was 
drawn on a bank in which a joint account had been opened in the names 
of the executors as executors. The manager of the bank wished to con- 
sult the bank’s solicitor before paying the cheque, as it was only sigued 
by 8S. Midgley, but Mr. Plant, who presented the cheque, pointed out that 
the bank’s solicitor was also the solicitor of the widow, the other executor, 
and would therefore be prejudiced, and told the manager that as the 
money stood to an executors’ account, either executor had power to draw 
on it. The bank accordingly paid the £135 to Plant, who paid it into an 
account at his own bankers which he kept in his own name as agent for 
the Misses Sager. At the date of the issne of the writ in the present 
action Plant had not paid the £135 to the Misses Sager, but shortly after 
the issue of the writ in this action he paid them over the £135, 
The present action was brought by the testator’s widow against her co- 
executor, S. Midgley, and against Plant and the Mises Sager, claiming 
that each of the defendants were jointly and severally liable to repay the 
£135. Romer, J., held that the defendant S. Midgley had committed a 
devastavit in paying the debt under the above circumstances; that the 
defendant Plant, having procured payment of the money with notice of 
all the facts, was also liable to repay it; and that the defendants the 
Misses Sager, having actually received the money paid under such circum- 
stances, were in no better position. Each of the defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, Loves, and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeals. 

Lryviey, L.J., said that he would assume that it was perfectly com- 
petent to 8. Midgley, in the state of things that existed at the time the 
administration summons was taken out, to have paid the debt, although 
he knew that his co-executor disputed the debt and did not wish it 
to be paid. Although his lordship did not think there was any case 
that had gone quite that length, still it might be the Jaw. In the year 
1826, however, Bayley, J., in M’Cullagh v. Dawes (9 Dow. & Ryl. 43), 
said it was not the law, in a passage which was as follows :—‘“‘ They 
(the executors) have no right to waive any legal defence to such an 
action; and if they did and were to pay a debt against the recovery of 
which there was any legal bar, they would render themselves liable over 
to those who were interested in the testator’s property.’’ He (the Lord 
Justice) did not, however, say that that was the law at the present day, 
The passage in the judgment of Bayley, J., had been called to the atten- 
tion of Wood, V.C., in 1858, in the case of Hill v. Walker (4K. & J. 166), 
and the learned Vice-Chancellor had there expressly dissented from it. 
The view taken by Wood, V.C., had always been accepted as good law 
since 1858 ; but how far the doctrine that an executor might pay a statute- 
barred debt without being liable therefor had gone, was another question, 
When the administration summons in the present case came to be 
by the learned judge of the Palatine Court he felt bound by law to attend 
to the plea of the Statute of Limitations raised by one of the executors, 
and he decided that the debt was barred by the statute, and dismissed the 
summons. That was an adjudication that that particular debt was not 
recoverable out of the estate ; for if it had been recoverable he would, as 4 
matter of course, have decreed administration. 8. Midgley, after that, 
paid the debt. In his lordship’s opinion that was clearly and utterly 
wrong. The general principle was that it was the duty of an executor 
to protect the testator’s estate against demands which by law could not 
be enforced against it. That was a sound and a wholesome principle, 
which ought not to be whittled away. That principle was recognized 
enforced in the recent case of Re Rownson, Field v. White (29 Oh. D. 358) 
where it was held that an executor was bound to plead the Statate of 
Frauds, On the general principle, therefore, it was distinctly wrong for 
an executor to pay a debt which had been judicially decreed not to be 
recoverable out of the estate from which it was sought to be recovered, 
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to a solicitor producing a deed duly executed by a trustee, with a proper 
receipt clause, but it turned out that the solicitor had stolen the deed, or 
had not been permitted by the trustee to have the custody of it and to 
produce it, the purchaser would not be protected by the section: see Day 
v. Woolwich Equitable Building Society (37 W. R. 461, 40 Ch. D. 491). At 
the same time, ordinary business transactions could not be carried on 
without some amount of trust; and if a purcharer in an ordinary case 
were without reason to require proof that a solicitor purporting to act for 
trustees and producing a proper deed had their permission to have the 
custody of it and to produce it, the purchaser would primd face be acting 
unreasonably, and would probably have to pay for his excess of caution. 
In this case, however, the purchaser knew that the state of things was 
quite different from that presupposed by the Legislature when it enacted 
section 2 of the Trustee Act, 1888, and his refusal to complete was perfectly 
justifiable. As to the question whether the delay in completion was 
attributable to the wilful default of the vendors, the meaning of ‘‘ wilful 
default”” in a condition such as the one under consideration had been 
examined with care in Re Young and Harston (34 W. R. 84, 31 Ch. 
D. 168). Whatever might be the popular meaning of wilful default, 
whatever the expression might mean in dealing with other matters, 
it was now settled that moral delinquency, intentional delay, wilful 
obstruction on the part of a vendor might all be absent, and yet 
there might be wilful default on his part disentitling him to interest 
under a contract such as that before the court. If a vendor knew the 
material facts, that there were difficulties which it was his duty to 
overcome, but that he might not be able to overcome them by the time 
fixed for completion, and failed to overcome them by that time, although 
no fresh unforeseen occurrence prevented him from doing so, the delay 
caused by such failure on bis part was attributable to his wilful default in 
the eense in which that-expression was used in contracts of this descrip- 
tion, and his right to interest during such delay was excluded. The 
vendors here knew all the facts; but they hoped that the power of 
attorney would enable them to remove the difficulty occasioned by those 
facts. This hope and the mistake they made were not enough to enable 
the court to hold that there was no wilful default on their part. The case 
was not like Williams v. Glenton (14 W. R. 294, L. R. 1 Ch. 200), for the con- 
tract there was an absolute contract by the purchaser to pay interest whatever 
the cause of delay might be, and tbe observations in the judgments had 
reference to contracts in that unqualified form. Moreover, in that case the 
court was satisfied that when the contract was entered into the vendor did 
not know of the adverse claim which caused the delay. The conclusion 
thus arrived at was, in his lordship’s opinion, not only in accordance with 
law, but was eminently fair and just. The property produced no income ; 
the purchaser had his money ready to complete the purchase at the proper 
time, and he kept it ready, making no interest by it. He was, moreover, 
put to great inconvenience and no little expense in not being able to take 
possession when he expected. The vendors may also have suffered, for 
they could not let the property, and had to pay the interest on the mort- 
gage, but this was entirely their own fault in not adequately providing 
against difficulties which they foresaw, and which it was for them to over- 


come. The appeal must be dismissed, with costs.—CounseL, Chadwyck- 
Healey, Q.C., and Blakesley ; G. Cave. Soxtcrrons, Carlisle, Unna, & Ryder ; 
Busk &§ Co. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chaucery Division. 
Re TIDD, TIDD v. OVERALL—North, J., 28th June. 
Dezrosir—Baitment—Sratvute or Liurrations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16), s. 3. 


This was an action on the part of the plaintiff, Charles Tidd, against the 
executors of his brother, George Tidd, who died in 1891, for the payment 
to him of the sum of £300, which he had intrusted to the deceased for 
safe custody. The plaintiff, who had carried on a farm in partnership 
with another brother, William Tidd, dissolved this partnership in 1875, 
and received the sum of £300 as the value of his share. This sum he 
handed over to George Tidd, who paid it into his current account at his 
bank. The executors pleaded the Statute of Limitations. Persons who 
were ent when the money was handed over were examined, and 
although their evidence differed in some respects, the judge considered 
that while the plaintiff desired that George Tidd should make some use of 
the money he deposited it with him for the purpose of rafe custody. It 
was admitted that no interest had ever been paid on the money, and there 
had been no prior demand for repayment. For the plaintiff it was argued 
that the nature of George Tidd’s holding was that of a bailee, and that 
the Statute of Limitations did not apply, as no caure of action arose until 
after demand made. For the defendants it was argued that the plaintiff 
stood in the — of an ordinary creditor, and that time ran against 
him from the date of the deposit. Considerable stress was laid on the fact 
that the money was paid by George Tidd to his current account at his 


ers. 

Nortu, J., held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover. George Tidd 
was in the position of a banker to whom money had been intrusted for 
safe custody. The plaintiff had not lost his right to sue, as no such right 
arose until after a demand was made.—Covunse., Micklem ; Cozens-Hardy, 
QC., and P. B. Abraham. Sorscrtons, Nield § Strouts ; Mason, Phillips, § 
Cotton, for Sworder & Lorgmore, Hertford. 


[Reported by J. Anruur Paics, Barrister-at-Law. 


DOWAGER DUCHESS OF SUTHERLAND v. DUKE OF SUTHERLAND— 
Romer, J., 21st June. 


Serrtement—Tenant ron Lire—Leastne Power, Bond ripe Exercise or 





—EASEMENT OVER LANDS ENJOYED WITH PrincrpaAL MANsIon-HOUsE— 
12 & 13 Vicr. c. 26—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 6, 53, 54—Serriep 
Lanp Act, 1890, s. 10. 


This was an action by the Dowager Duchess of Sutherland for an in- 
junction to restrain the present Duke of Sutherland, his servants and 
agents, from entering or continuing or otherwise trespassing upon or 
interfering with the plaintiff's on and enjoyment of a house called 
Tittensor Chase, with the outbuildings and lands, and of certain other lands 
at Tittensor, in the county of Stafford, all which property was comprised 
in two leases, both dated the 20th of May, 1891, granted by the late Duke 
of Sutherland to the plaintiff; and from interfering with the user and 
enjoyment by the plaintiff and persons authorized by her of the rights, 
liberties, and easements by the same leases granted or demised; and, in 
the alternative, for recovery of possession. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiff that the late duke’s title to grant the leases arose partly under 
the Settled Land Act, 1892, and partly under an indenture of resettlement 
dated the 20th of October, 1884, extending the leasing powers under the 
said Act so as to authorize the grant of building leases as defined by the 
said Act of any of the hereditaments and premises thereby settled for any 
term not exceeding 999 years, and providing that all or any of the powers 
conferred by the said Act, and any powers given by the said resettlement 
by way of extension or enlargement of the powers of the said Act might 
be exercised in relation to any of the premises thereby settled, without the 
necessity in any case of giving notice of the intention to exercise the same 
to the trustees or trustee of the said resettlement ; and, further, that such 
dispensation from the necessity of giving any such notice should be 
— in the case of any exercise of any such powers by the late 
duke as tenant for life under earlier settlements of the estates made in 
1834 and 1852. By one of the leases the lessor (the late duke), in exercise 
of the power given to him by the said resettlement of the 20th of October, 
1884, and of every other power enabling him in that behalf, was expressed 
to demise to the plaintiff the messuage or dwelling-house called Tittensor 
Chase, with the buildings and lands thereto belonging or appertaining ; 
and also, by way of further demise (inter alia), the free right of passing 
and repassing, whether on foot or horseback or in any private carriage or 
vehicle, over and upon the roads and drives situate upon that part of the 
lessor’s estate called Tittensor Common, and over and upon all other roads 
and drives which from time to time should exist. upon that part of the 
lessor’s property which was known as the Trentham Estate; and also the 
fixtures, furniture, and effects in and about the said messuage which belonged 
to the lessor ; to hold all the same premises to the plaintiff, her executors, 
administrators, and assigns, for 21 years from March 25th, 1891, as her 
separate property, at the rent of £250, and subject to the covenants by the 
plaintiff and conditions by and in the eame indenture reserved and 
contained ; and the same lease contained a covenant by the plaintiff for 
the payment of the rent, and also covenants by the plaintiff for the repair 
of the dwelling-house and buildings such as are usual in leases of 
similar residences, and a condition of re-en on non-payment of 
rent within twenty-one days after the same should become due. 
By the other lease the lessor (the Jate duke), in consideration of the 
expenses to be incurred by the plaintiff in the erection of the dwelling- 
house and premises thereinafter demised, and of the rent and covenants 
thereinafter reserved and contained, and on the part of the plaintiff to be 
paid and performed, was expressed to demise to the plaintiff a plot of land 
at Tittensor aforesaid, containing about five acres, with the messuage 
other buildings to be erected thereon, and with (inter alia) the right to 
pass on foot and on horseback and in private vehicles over the roads or 
drives therein mentioned ; to hold to the plaintiff for ninety-nine years 
from the 25th of March, 1891, at the yearly rent for the first two years of 
a peppercorn if demanded, and thereafter at the yearly rent of £100, and 
subject to the covenants and conditions in the same lease contained, in- 
dalies a covenant by the plaintiff that she would, within five years from 
the date thereof, erect and complete on the said plot of land a messuage 
or dwelling-house with the necessary outbuildings or a of the 
yearly value of £100 at least, and a covenant by the plaintiff for the pay- 
ment of the rent thereby reserved. And the same lease contained a con- 
dition of re-entry on non-payment of rent within thirty days after the 
same should become due. The property comprised in the said two leases 
formed part of the settled estates of which the lessor was at the date of 
the leases tenant for life, and of which the defendant on his death became 
tenant for life. The defendant submitted that the two leases were not 
granted in accordance with the powers of the indenture of resettlement or 
of the Settled Land Acts; that they were made, not in bond fide exercise 
of the lessor’s powers of leasing, but in fraud of the power, and with the 
object of giving the plaintiff a jointure house on the settled estate; that 
in granting the leases the lessor had re to the interests, not of the 
defendant and the other persons entitled under the settlement, but of the 
plaintiff only ; that the rights of way granted by the lease of Tittensor 
Chase were rights over the pleasure-grounds, parks, and lands usuall 
occupied with Trentham Hall, the principal mansion-house on the eett 
estate, and the lease containing such grant was made without the consent 
of the trustees of the settlement or an order of the court; that the same 
lease did not reserve the best rent that could be reasonably obtained, 
having regard to the rights of way and other easements thereby granted ; 
that the lessor had no power to grant either of the leases to his wife, the 
plaintiff ; and that she, being a married woman, could not, and did not, 
covenant to pay the rent thereby reserved, and that on these grounds both 
the leases were invalid and void as against him, the defendant. 

Romer, J., held that the leases the subject of the action could not 
stand, inasmuch as the late duke in granting them in the exercise of his 

wer as tenant for life did not have regard to the interests of all 
parties entitled under the settlements, but acted in breach of the obliga- 
tions cast upon him by section 53 of the Settled Land Act, 1882 ; and that, 
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in fact, the leases were granted by the late duke, not in the bond fide exer- 
cise of his leasing powers for the benefit of the settled estate, but for the 
P of conferring, as they did confer, a benefit = his wife, the 
plaintiff, at the expense or to the serious injury of those who were to 
come after him in the enjoyment of the estate. He considered that the 
right of way granted with the lease of Tittensor Chase must necessarily 
interfere with the amenities of the Trentham Estate, and the management 
and enjoyment thereof by the present duke, and cause annoyance and 
injury wholly uncompensated for by the rent reserved by the lease. 
Moreover, the right of way extended over the estate generally, and in 
particular over the part usually occupied with Trentham Hall, the prin- 
cipal mansion-house, and up to the very gate and door of Trentham Hall 
itself. Even if this objection were sentimental only, which the learned 
judge did not think was the case, it ought not to have been dis- 
regarded by the late duke in exercising his powers (Marquis of Ailesbury’s 
case, 1892, 1 Ch. 536, 541, per Lindley and Bowen, LJJ.). On the 
evidence the learned judge did not consider that the rent reserved was, 
even disregarding the furniture, the best rent that could reasonably be 
obtained. He further held that the lease of Tittensor Chase infringed 
the provisions of section 6 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and sec- 
tion 10 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, as purporting to grant a 
right of way over the park and land usually occupied with the — 
cipal mansion-house, and that the defect could not be cured by ue 
of the provisions of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 26. The learned judge further 
held that, as regards the building lease, the grant of which was sub- 
stantially part of the same transaction, it was still more difficult to justif 

the action of the late duke in the matter. The proposed house, if R 
would have seriously diminished the value of Tittensor Chase, and the 
right of way to it, granted by the building lease, would have included, 
and that for a term of ninety-nine years, the use of the carriage drive over 
the private grounds of Tittensor Chase, and up to and by the very house 
itself. It was difficult to avoid the conclusion that the building ‘ease was 
granted, not bond fide, but for the purpose of putting pressure on the suc- 
ceeding owners of the Trentham Estate, to enable the plaintiff to enjoy 
Tittensor Chase during the remainder of her life as a kind of jointure 
or dower house, a scheme which the late duke had no power, as tenant 
for life of the estate, directly to carry out. And, 'y, the plaintiff, 
being party and privy to the whole transaction, was not entitled to the 
benefit of the provisions of section 54 of the Settled Land Act, 1882. The 
above conclusions rendered it unneces for the learned judge to con- 
sider the other legal points raised by the defendant’s counsel; but he was 
by no means prepared to accede to the argument that the leases were bad 
of necessity, either on the ground that under the Settled Land Act a 
tenant for life cannot lease toa married woman at all, or on the ground 
that he cannot lease under any terms or circumstances to his wife. Action 
dismissed with costs.—Counsz., Sir FE. Clarke, Q.C., Haldane, Q.0., and 
J. G. Wood ; Sir Henry James, Q.C., Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., 8. Hall, Q.C., 
and Jason Smith. Sorrcrrons, Peacock ¢ Goddard, for Dutton § Son, New- 
castle-under-Lymc; £. 8. Taylor, Son, § Humbert. 


[Reported by C. Hersert Brown, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE ENGLISH, SCOTTISH, AND AUSTRALIAN CHARTERED BANK 
—Vaughan Williams, J., lst July. 


Company— WINDING up —Scueme or ARRANGEMENT — MgzetiInc—Proxties 
not Propucep—J vunispicrion—Majoriry—WIsHEs or Crepirors—Jorint- 
Srock Compantes ARRANGEMENT Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 104), s. 2. 


This was a petition by the official receiver and liquidator of the above- 
mentioned bank for the sanction of the court to a scheme of arrangement 
and reconstruction under the Joint-Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 
1870, whereby it was proposed to form a new bank under the Companies 
Acts, 1862 to 1890, to be called ‘‘ The Englich, Scottish, and Australian 
Bank (Limited).’? The scheme was objected to on the ground that it 
was made in the interest of the sharcholders and not of the creditors, 
that a winding up by the court would be better than the proposed scheme, 
and that the majority required by section 2 of the Act of 1870 was ob- 
tained by the votes of creditors in the colonies, who had not been properly 
represented by proxy, on the ground that the actual instrument of 
had not been produced at the meeting. It was said, on the veh oe § 
that creditors were under the various Companies Acts and the rules made 
thereunder required to produce their proxy papers at the meeting, and 
that the court could of the Act of 1870 determine how were 
to be appointed, and could, in the present case, allow the official receiver 
to act upon evidence that the proxies in Australia had been given to the 
required amount and in the required manner. The meeting in question 
was held under an order of the court on the 28th of May, 1893. 

Vaveuan Wiiu1AMs, J., sanctioned the scheme, and said in his — 
that, on the question of his jurisdiction to sanction the scheme, the e of 
authority must be pater} mal 
examined, it was obvious that a creditor ought never to be 
common law rights or made to give up any he was entitled to unless 
all statutory steps had been most carefully followed, and the t 


then was to construe in the strictest manner any statute which gave a | ever 


majority the right to impose its will on a minority. But no one who had 
followed the decisions under the Companies Acts or the Bankruptcy Acts 
could have failed to see that the tendency had subsequently been to allow 
the majority to impose its will on the minority. tever the subject- 
matter of legislation had been, the tendency had been shewn to construe 
the Acts with greater freedom than theretofore. He felt that he must 





If the decisions of twenty years were ° 
deprin of his | 





particular circumstances which had arisen in this case. The 
objection to the home was tat tha not ben, pied by the prope 


majority of three-fourths, because it was admitted that if 
creditors in the United Kingdom had been considered there was not the 
requisite majority. It was also objected that the scheme was not really 
one of arrangement and composition. The Act of 1870 was a unit in the 
statu’ total of company law. yeh aig ye yy oe to the Act of 1862, 
and ly an ement of section shaphees Spe ye Br ay 
supp it was an Act substituting a mode of ——— 
that given by the Act of 1862. The arrangement was to 
to the creditors when the company was in course of 


present by proxy regard must be had to the Com Acts generally, and 
under them the proxy must be in writing, and was quite plain that the 
Act of 1870 meant by being ay Se ewe 

- pe oegrend ogg ot oy try ; but 
papers t country ; was 
said that the actual instrument of proxy must be produced at the meeting. 


meeting. The Act of 1870 said (section 2): ‘‘ Summoned in such manner 
as the court shall direct,’’ and, though voting by proxy was no part of 
“summoning,’’ he thought the court bad an inherent er of caving 
how the mee should be held and the proxies cotdemect and prod ‘ 
Therefore the objection failed. It was also said that in the abserce of 
fraud it was the ) me of the court to sanction the scheme. This was not 
the view taken by judges, who had to 

1869; but he was aware that there was greater to 
wishes of creditors under the Companies Acts, and the words of the Acts 
shewed that such wishes were to be more regarded than 
He was not peers to say that a majority could not 

as against a minority in such a case as this, and he should follow Re 
Alabama, New Orleans, Texas, and Pacific Junction Railway Co. (1891, 1 Ch. 213). 
—Covunszt, Latham, Q.C., and Howard Wright ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and 
Whinney ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Swi Eady; Finlay, Q.C., Phipson 
Beale, Q C., and C. E. EB. Jenkins; Buckley, Q.C., and Warrington; Vernon 
R. Smith; Maloney; A. J. Allen. Sorscrrons, $ Williams ; 
Slaughter § May ; Parker, Garrett, § Co.; Murray, Hutchins, Stirling, 
Murray ; Young, Jones, § Co.; Bell, Brodrick, @ Gray; F. Rudall; Allen § 
Edwards. 


a. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. ON THE PROSECUTION OF THE 8ST. GILES’ DISTRICT BOARD 
OF WORKS v. THE LOWDON COUNTY COUNCIL —26th June. 


Loca, GovernmEentT—Merrorotis—Acts or PaxtiaMENT, WHETHER Punic 
or Locat—Disusgp Buvata, Grounps 1x Merrorotis—Svcn Bort 
Grovunps ovTSIDE Parish FOR WHICH THEY WERE UsED—PowsEr oF 
Country Counc, ro TransrerR To OntomwaL Panwsu—9 Annz, c. 22; 
10 Anns, c. 11, s. 4; Locat Government Act, 1888, ss. 57, 59. 


Rule calling on the London County Council to shew cause why a writ of 
hibition. should not issue to pro 
fear and determine a proposal and to make an order transferring to the 
parish of St Pencras in the cousty of London certain portions of the 
es of St. George, Bloomsbury, and St. George the , namely, 
ct-terrace, Gray’s-inn-road 


k 
: 
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the 
pro 
foregoing Act should be authorized and empowered to purchase land for 
the neal age cburches and for churchyards and cemeteries. The 3rd 
section declared that the lands so to ee be conveyed 
the commissioners church 
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ted. In accordance with the provisions of the said Acts, the com- 
missioners purchased certain land in the parish of St. Pancras, amount- 
ing to three acres, as cemeteries for the parishes of St. George, Blooms- 
bury, and St. George the Martyr, and this lard was conveyed by 
the owner thereof for a sum of £300 to the commissioners in the year 
1713, for the purpose of making two cemeteries or churchyards, one of 
which, containing about one and a quarter acres, was to be laid out for the 
new chapel, then called St. George’s Chapel, and the other part, of about 
one and a quarter acres, was to be appropriated for a new church to be 
erected, and the remaining portion, containing about half an acre, was to 
remain a common passage to the said two churchyards. The second por- 
tion was allocated to the parish of St. George, Bloomsbury, and a deed poll to 
that effect was executed by the commissioners in 1730 and the burial ground 
of the parish of St. George, Bloomsbury, was laid out and consecrated 
in January, 1730. This burial ground continued in use by the inhabitants 
of the parish of St. George, Bloomsbury, until 1853, when by an Order in 
Council it was directed to be closed as a burial ground. In 1884 the said 
burial ground was demised to the vestry of St. Pancras for the term of 999 
years at the yearly rent of one shilling per annum, and the burial ground 
has since been in the possession of the parish of St. Pancras, and has been 
laid out by them under the Open Spaces Acts. In 1892 the vestry of St. 
Pancras applied to the London County Council for an order transferring 
such burial ground from the jurisdiction of the parish of St. George, 
Bloomsbury, to the parish of St. Pancras, and such application purported 
to be made in pursuance of section 57 of the Local Government Act, 1888. 
The application was considered by the county council, and they issued 
notices of their intention to hold an inquiry into the application. This 
inquiry was accordingly held by the county council, and the objection 
was taken on behalf of the board of works of the St. Giles’ district, the 
vestry of the parish of St. George, Bloomsbury, and the rector of that 
parish, that, having regard to section 4 of 10 Anne, c. 11, which wasa 
public and general Act, the county council had no power under the Local 
Government Act of 1888 to make an order of transfer, as the 59th section 
of that Act merely enabled orders to be made to vary or alter local end 
personal Acts. ‘The county council determined that they had power to 
make the transfer, and the above rule for prohibition was then obtained, 
the question being whether the above Acts of Anne were public and 
general Acts, or merely local and personal. 

Day, J.—I am clearly of opinion that this rule must be discharged. 
It seems to me to be beyond argument that these statutes of Queen 
Anne that have been referred to, the 9th and 10th of Queen Anne, were 
essentially within the description of local and personal Acts. They are 
essentially local Acts, and they answer to the description which is now 
known as local and personal Acts. In my judgment it is sufficient that 
the Acts are of the character of local and personal Acts, and that they 
possess that character. At the time they were passed the description 
given of Acts as local and personal did not exist. That description was 
first introduced, as I understand, in the year 1797. This Act was passed 
in the early part of the century, and at that time this description did not 
exist, but the substance was well known. The substance of what has 
subsequently been described as a local and personal Act existed, and was 
well known and was recognized by the courts. In my judgment the 
substance is what we have to look at, and not the form of description, 
and when in the Act of Victoria powers are given to the London County 
Council to deal with, and practically, I may say, to vary or repeal pro- 
visions contained in local and personal Acts for the purpose of carrying 
out this jurisdiction which is to be exercised under their direction, what 
the Legislature contemplated was Acts in the nature of local and personal 
Acts—Acts of that character, whether so described in words or not so 
described in words. In my judgment the test is quite satisfied by the 
character of these Acts, which are essentially local and personal, and, 
therefore, the London County Council, in my judgment, have clear 
jurisdiction to entertain this application, and to sit and hear it, and 
determine it. 

Waicut, J.—I very much doubt whether the sort of inquiry which the 
Local Government Board was undertaking was of the kind to which pro- 
hibition was applicable at all. I think it was an administrative action on 
tie part of the London County Council, and if they went wrong in enter- 
ing upon that inquiry, or in the order which they might make at the close 
of it, the only result would be that the order would be void because they 
had gone beyond their powers, but I donot think prohibition is the proper 
mode of dealing with it. Then, on the other point, I confess I have some 
doubt as to whether the statute of Queen Anne was not wholly a general 
Act. I am inclined to think that it was, but it does not follow, necessarily, 
that all the provisions of the statute of 10 Anne are. Those that are 
dealing with purely local matters may well be treated as local and personal 
Acts, and the language of the Local Government Act of 1888—namely, 
“local and personal Acts,’’ may well be understood as referring to 
portions of Acts which are local and personal, although there are other parts 
which are not. For that proposition there are authorities in several cases 
which are collected in Hardcastle on Statutes in pp. 507 and 508. One 
other observation which I have to make is this. I have before me the 
volume of ‘Statutes Revised,” bringing the revision of the statutes 
down to a period subsequent to the years in question, and this volume 
purports to be issued by authority and to be printed by the Queen's 
ae geo In the chronological table I find both these Acts are classified as 
ocal, and they are not printed in the volume. For all these reasons, I 
think the particular enactments in question ought to be held to be local 
and personal, even though some portions of those Acts might possibly not 
have been so when they were passed. Rule discharged, with coste.— 
Counset, Macmorran; English Harrison and R. B. D. Acland. Soutcrtors 
H.. Corbett Jones; W. A. Blazland. : 


Reported by Sir Surnstow Baker, Rarrister-at-Law 
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Fina Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 13th and 14th June, 
1893 :— 
Adamson, Charles John 
Addison, George Bramsdon 
Alcock, Frank Morley 
Allen, Herbert Elliston 
Anderson, Adolphus 
Armstrong, William 
LL.B. 


Hanna, Robert Henry Waterloo 

Hargreaves, Richard Horner 

Harris, William Cecil, B.A. 

Harrison, Ernest William 

Hart, Edwin Augustus 

Anderson, Hayllar, Frank Hayllar 

Hayward, Percy Christopher Galli- 
more 

Hemingway, Alan Scott 

Herington, George Alfred 

Hewitt, Tom Edwin 

Hibbert, Alan 

Hinchcliffe, Arthur Edward Townend 

Hind, Charles Sidney 

Hingley, John Allan 

Hitchins, William Stanley 

Holbeche, Thomas 

Hortin, William Hurlstone 

Horton, Thomas William, B.A. 

Hunt, Francis John 

Ingram, Rowland Welldon 

Jackson, James 

Jarvis, Matthew Jervoise 

Jenkins, Charles Griffiths 

Jeram, Frank Ernest 

Jerwood, Arthur Ellery 

Johnson, Percy Marr, B.A. 

Jones, Frederick Graham 

Jones, Frederic Harry 

Jones, Hugh Lloyd 

Bryers, Thomas Edward Jones-Parry, Thomas Parry 

suckley, George Dyson Knight, William Stanley Macbean 

Burnett, William Maurice Compton Knocker, Reginald Edward 

Burroughs, Benjamin Palmer Lambert, Joseph Patrick 

Burton, Edwin Hubert Large, Robert 

Burton, Albert Leman, Downton Curtis, B.A. 

Byrne, Rupert Henry Leonard, Albert Edward 

Campbell, Donald Levick, William Parry 

Carter, Alfred Walter Little, Guy Tristram 

Cartmell, Harry Little, Thomas Holme 

Cato, Thomas Butler, B.A. Lloyd, John Wheller 

Chaine, James, B.A. Lloyd, Robert Evan 

Chambers, Edward Arthur, B.A. Lodge, Joseph 

Chatwin, Herbert Freeman Maddocks, Henry 

Chinner, Frederic Oldham Marsden, George Allen 

Churchill, Francis James Martin, William Edward Massey 

Clark, Edwin Ebenezer Mason, Charles Eagleton Stuart . 

Clarke, Charles Frederick Loriston Matthews, John 

Clayton, Henry Thomas Seymour Meakes, James Woodrow 

Colby, Charles Llewellyn WhyteheadMerson, Thomas 

Colt, Henry Shapland, B.A. Michelmore, Harold Gaye 

Cosens, Alan Miles, Gilbert 

Covey, Arthur Millington, George 

Cowley, Frederic John Milnes, Herbert Eli 

Cowley, Oswald Beach Morgan, Lewis 

Criddle, Horace John Morgan, William Arthur 

Crowther, John Edward Newell, Charles Edward 

Cuff, William Charles Nicholl, Francis William 

Davies, Alexander Reid Nicholson, Henry Walter 

Davies, Evan Robert Nix, John Stanley, B.A. 

Davies, Ottley Wilding Norgate, Percival Edward 

Deheer, John Norris, John Lapage 

Digby, Hector Edward Arthur Ovington, Cecil Ohren, B.A. 

Edwards, Charles Ernest Owles, Thomas Frederick Beaumont 

Edwards, Henry Charles Pain, Phillip 

Ellis, Cecil Flower Parkin, Ernest Lanfranc 

Evans, David William Patey, Henry William 

Evans, Horace Lavington, B.A. Perry, Richard Arthur 

Evans, Thomas Francis Pickles, John 

Evershed, Edwin John Platts, Matthew William 

Fall, George Frederick Pollard, Albert Edwin 

Finch, Ernest Gerard Pratt, Spencer Charles 

Finley, Reginald Mainwaring Price, Lawrence 

Fletcher, Ernest Pridmore, Malcolm Kenneth 

Flewker, Herbert Newton Pritchard, Frank Shallis 

Freer, John Thomas Prosser, William Wozencraft Thomas 

George, David Thomas Pugsley, John Follett 

Giles-Hodder, Percy Radcliffe, George Herbert, B.A. 

Gill, Henry Howes Courtenay Ratcliffe, Henry Beanland 

Gibson, James Carnochan Rennison, Edward 

Goode, William Winter Richardson, Edward Silvester 

Greaves, John William Roberts, Robert Charles 

Green, He Rowcliffe, William Charles, B.A. 


Ash, Walter 

Attlee, Bertram Walter, B.A. 
Bailey, Frederick William 
Bailey, William Robert 
Barber, James 

Bardsley, Edward Wade, B.A. 
Barrett, Walter Clarke, B.A. 
Bell, Herbert Alfred 

Bennett, Julien Frederick Charles 
Berey, Thomas Bickesteth 
Bill, Thomas Howard 

Bird, Francis Barry 

Bowler, Thomas Chesters 
Boxell, Henry Albert 
Bradbury, Wright 

Breese, David 

Brett, Alexander Dallas 
Bristow, Arnold Wilson 
Broadbent, Frederic William 
Brown, Charles Stubbs 
Brown, Charles Wreford, B.A. 
Brown, Henry Percy 

Bryant, John 





mry 
Halsted, Walter Francis Rowlands, James David John 
| Hanmer, Thomas Anthony Rudd, Henry Aytone Lindesay, B.A. 
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We Saffell, Charles Walby Wade, Henry Oswald, B.A. 
ick, Ernest Howard Walford, Selwyn, LL.B. 
on a Francis Gerald Walter Lenn 





Simpson, Harry Derwent 
Sinnott, George Stanley 
Smith, Alexander 

Smith, Charles Lakin 

Smith, Howard, B.A. 
Spargo, Thomas Alfred May 
Squire, Charles 

Starkie, Frank 

Strickland, George John . 
Tawney, John Archer Weller-Poley, Walter John 
Taylor, Arthur Wheeler, omas William 
Taylor, Richard Stephens, B.A. B.A. 

Thomas, Henry Arthur, B.A., LL.B.Williams, Arthur Theodore, M. 
Thompson, David Williams, Blair Hamilton Lee 
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Todhunter, William John Wilson, Edward Swain 
Toller, Montagu Henry Witherington, Stephen 
Trubshaw, Wilfred Woods, George Calder 


Turner, Cyril Edward 












ond 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 15th of 
June, 1893 :— 
Bailey, Charles Burnley Lyon-Campbell, Henry George James 
Bailey, Charles Frederick Malden, Alfred William, B.A. 
Barlow, Brancis John, B.A. Martin, Charles Edwin 
Bayley, Kenneth Champain Martin, Henry Scott 
Bell, John Robson Miller, Frederick Sydney 
Bill, William Harper Mitchell, John Petty 
Bowen, Lawrence Morgan, Frederick Stewart 
Bridge, Henry Arthur Sealy Morrison, Henry Stanley, B.A., LL.B. 
Briggs, John James Mossop, Clyde Swinson : 
Brooke, Charles Stuart Thomas Park-Newton, Harry 
inson Nicholls, Frederick 
Bullen, John Fairhurst Ormond, John 
Butcher, Hugh Page, Thomas Howard 
in Careless, Edward Powell Parker, Alfred 
Cartwright, Thomas Patey, Samuel 
Chitttock, Gilbert Carsey Pellatt, Frank 
Chubb, Edward Geoffrey, B.A.,Perkine, Harold Tiadal 
LL.B. Peters, Benjamin Bellis 
Clark, Thomas Colbach, B.A. Plant, George Gosling 
Clarke, Walrond Bernard Prentice, Noel, B.A. 
Cobbing, Edwin, B.A. Pybus, William Mark 
Coombs, Thomas Henry Raynes, William Luard, B.A. 
Copp, Alfred Edward Guillaume Richards, Louis Saurin, LL.B. 
Coupe, Sam Lomas Robbins, William Joseph 
Cree, Herbert Edward, B.A. Roberts, John Trevor 
Davey, Herbert Rose, Edgar Morrison, LL.B. 
Doughty, Chester Goodwin, B.A. Ryland, Herbert Henry 
, Drewry, Edward Gwyther Saunders, Lewis Lindgren 
Durrance, Walter Seal, Samuel Henry 
Dyer, Edward Arnold Sheldon, Henry Gabriel, B.A. 
Eastham, John James Brogden Simon, Arthur Powell, B.A. 
Francis, William Watkins Simpson, Clement Pearson, B.A. 
Freer, William Snowdon, John Clark 
Frossard, Daniel Emile, B.A. Stevens, Sherrard Augustus 
Gibson, William Wildridge Studley, John Henry 
Gill, John Henry Tarrant, Joseph Frederick 
Glover, William Harold Thomas, David Pritchard 
Grimshaw, George Thomas, Herbert Geo: 
Hanson, Henry Thompson, William Robert, B.A. 
Heath, Harold Fell Turner, Maurice Edward 
Hilton, Percy Walsh, Alfred 
Hoare, Edward Henry Waterman, Arthur Nunneley, B.A. 
Holmes, Alfred Watts, Edwin 
Horton, Thomas Whadcvat, Gordon Cuming 
Horton, William Herbert Lawrence White, Alfred Wallis 
mont Hubbard, Austin Gardner Whitehead, William Marquis, LL.B. 
Hulbert, John, B.A. Wilford, John Womersley, B.A. 
Irvine, Kenneth Campbell Wilkinson, Surtees George, B A. 
Jackson, Charles Nevill Willett, Herbert Burrows, B.A. 
Jobnson, Richard Vincent Williams, Edward Hugh 
Jones, William Taylor, B.A. Williams, John Edmund 
Kent, Arthur Lawrence Wills, John 
Lambert, Frederick Charles Wilmot, Charles Alexander 
Lawson, Edmund Woodcock, William Stanley 
Leader, Ernest William Woodward, H 
Lloyd, Alfred Owen Woolsey, Godfrey Edward Welling- 
Lowther, Lancelot Christopher ham 
‘homas Lynch, Francis James 
\. 
The Times says that Lord Justice Kay has recently added £1,500 to the 
sum of £3,000 given by him in 1891 to the Master and Fellows of Jesus 
College for the purpose of endowing studentships in theology at Jesus 
rv College to be called the Lady Kay studentships. These studentships are 
open to all Bachelors of Arts who have poe in honours and who 
Be intend to become clergymen of the Church of England. 








Ogle, 
A. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The discussion in our columns on the subject of veteran solicitors lends 
interest to the announcement of the death at a comparatively recent date of 
one of them: Mr. Evwarp W11ony, solicitor, of Berwick, the senior partner 
of the firm of Messrs. Willoby & Peters. Ihe was born on the 3lst of ‘ 


, 
and served his articles under Mesars. of Gray’s-inn. He was 
admitted as a solicitor in Easter Term, 1833. For over half a 
held numerous public s in Berwick and its 
neighbourhood. and his father were successi town 
cler y andl Mie Setoes wae Sp Sas. Oe Sereces someone Se orham 
and Islandshire justices. Mr. Willoby was joint clerk with him. 
On the death of his father in 1856 Mr. W became sole clerk, and held 
retired, and was succeeded 


: 


Berwick. Besides holding several other 
was one of the trustees of Berwick Grammar 
National School for many years ; also one of the Berwick Select V x 
managing trustee of Brown’s and Foreman’s Charities. He . 
the Berwick Advertiser, a fund of humour, which made a i 
companion, and which often found an outlet at the police court w 
some well-known character came before the strate 


ensued between him and the Mr. Willoby was held 
in much respect for his w and ty. For some years he had 
been in failing health, but he continued to take an interest in the business 
of the firm up to the time of his death. 

We to announce the death, on the Ist inst., at the of sixty 
four, of Mr. Ratru Pemperron Koz a registrar of Chancery 
ivision. Mr Koe was the son of Mr. J. H. Koe, Q C., and was 


to the Registrar’s Office in 1856, and became registrar in 1876. 
com: by illness to retire in the early part of 1889, and has since 
ually declined in health. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gores F, F. Wurrs, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. H. B. White 
& Sons, St. Austin’s-chambers, Warrington, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. White was admitted in April, 1886, and is 
deputy-clork to the Warrington borough magistrates. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissouvTi0ns. 
Gezorce ALEXANDER CoLLyzr and Franco ALexanpsr Sypannam Looxs, 
solicitors (Collyer & Locke), Leadenhall-chambers, 4, St. Mary-axe, E.C., 
London. June 24. 


Henry Haven Hanrnis and Joun Ricuarp Pararr Szsvy, solicitors (Harris 
& Seely), Boscombe, Bournemouth. June 12. [Gasette, Jane 30. 


Sir Tuomas Parng, Evear James Pare, Harry Frepericx Pouiocs, 
Witu1am Worsurr Pars, solicitors (Paine, Son, & Pollock), 14, St. Helen’s- 
place, London. So far as respects the said Edgar James Paine. July 1. 

[ Gazette, July 4. 


E 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Joun Jackson Suvsury, Daceasepv.—Law Papers 
Jackson Sudbury, of Mater gen. rn, Guildford, 
Salop, solicitor, is believed to have left various 
a in custody of a solicitor, banker, or other 

ving any such documents or is requested to communicate with 
his widow and sole executrix, at Wonersh-park aforesaid, by whom in- 
formation will be than received, or with her solicitors, Messrs. 
Young, Jackson, & Beard, 12, Essex-street, Strand, London, W.C. 


GENERAL. 
At the Thames Police Court, on the 5th inst., two girls, Gertrude 
and Ethel H ten and eight, who were with breaking 
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he could do would be to discharge them. They were then handed over to 
their mother. 

The Central Law Journal says that the following anecdote is vouched 
for by the stenographer :—At a term of the circuit court, held not long 
sincé in one of the up-river counties, a horse case was on trial, and a 
well-known horseman was called as a witness. Counsel: Well, sir, you 
saw this horse. Witness: Yes, sir; I ——. Counsel: What did you do? 
Witness : I jest opened his mouth to find out his age, and I sez to him, 
sez I, *‘ Old feller, I guess you’re purty good yet.’’ 
Stop! 
witness and the horse when the plaintiff was not present. 
was sustained. 


The objection 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, July ..................10 Mr, Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Tuesday........... . —— Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Wednesday on Farmer Ward Beal 
Thursday ............ 13 Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Friday ... ....... 14 Farmer Ward Beal 
Saturday ...... 15 Rolt Pemberten Pugh 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

STIRLING. KEKEWICH. MER 

Monday, July ........0:00++ 10 Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
| | SNES. | Godfrey Clowes Lavie 

Wednesday 12 Leach Jackson Carrington 
sday ...... 13 Godfrey Clowes avie 

Friday ..... 14 Leach Jackson Carrington 
Saturday 15 Godfrey Clowes Lavie 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 
Epuvunps,—June 28, at Avenue House, Finchley, the wife of Lewis Edmunds, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. 
Mappocx.—June 29, at Hopwood, Heywood, Lancashire, the wife of Rokeby Douglas 
Maddock, solicitor, of a daughter. 
Patey.—June 28, at Wimbledon, the wife of G. K. Paley, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Woop.—June 28, at 4, Ann-street, Edinburgh, the wife of George J. Wood, Writer to the 
Signet, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 
Extwist_te—Trevor.—June 28, at St. Mary’s Church, Lichfield, John Entwistle, barrister- 
at-law, to Sarah Binley, daughter of Joseph Trevor, of Lichfield. 
DEATHS. 
Carter.—June 30, at Reydon, near Southwold, Felix Carter, solicitor, of 12a, Watling- 
street, St. Paul’s, E.C., aged 50. 
Ex.is.—June 28, at his residence, Glengarry, Amhurst-park, Stamford Hill, Richard Ellis, 
solicitor, of 16, Mark-lane, E.C., and the Town Hall, Hackney, and for many years past 
vestry clerk of the parish of Hackney, aged 67. 


Opposite Counsel : | 
Your honour, I object to any conversation carried on between this | 


Hoorer.—June 27, at Penisarwaen, Carnarvon, North Wales, Walter Field Hooper,” 
barrister-at-law, Middle Temple, Gray’s-inn, 58. 

Kor.—July 1, at 8t. Helen’s, 
Royal Court of Judicature, aged 64. 








STAMMERERS of all ages, and parents of stammering children should read a book 
written by a gentleman who cured himself after suffering nearly forty years. Post-free for E 
thirteen stamps from Mr. B. Beastey, Brampton-park, Huntingdon, or “‘ Sherwood,” 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. : 

Wakrnine TO InTENDING House Puncuasers & Lessexs.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrang ts th ghly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[Apvrt.] 





London Gazette.—Fripay, June 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep in CHancery. 

Cuarces Oceisy & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 15, directed to be 
heard on July 8. Piesse & Son, 15, Old Jewry chambers, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July? 

EquitaBLE ADVERTISING AND Pusiisuine Co, Limirep—Creditors are yy on or 
before Aug 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur Edwin Woodington, 63, Queen Victoria st. Dodd, New Broad st, © 
solor for liquidator 

Go.tpsproucu, Morr, & Co., Lumrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 26, directed 
to be heard on July 8. Freshfields & Williams, 5, Bank bidgs, solors for petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
July 7 

Loxpox anp Coroniay Generat Acency, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 
29, directed to be heard on July 8. Limbrey & Co, 43, Finsbury sq, amy solors, 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after. 
noon of July 7 

MacLavrain Paospuate Miyine Synxpicate, Lumrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 16, directed to be heard on Saturday, July 8. Goulding, 81, Finsbury pavement, 
solor for petner Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of July 7 

Panvicitio Correr Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sir John - 
ena, M.P., 3, Gt Winchester st. Bircham & Co, Old Broad st, solors for the liqui- 
daters 

Queen Anne AnD GARDEN Maysions, Limrrep—Petition for winding up, presented June 
26, directed to be heard on July 8. Ralph, Marlborough chmbrs, Pall Mall, solor for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of July 3 

Scorr Brorurrs & Co, Liunrrgp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 11, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Brierley, 
7, Clegg st, Oldham. Wrigley & Co, Oldham, solors for the liquidator ¢ 

Usiversat Box Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Shubrook, 


9, Gracechurch st 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Royat Locomotive Frienpiy Society, Gradwell st, Hanover st, Liverpool. 
Susrpenpep ror Turgez Monrus. ; 
Trupoxmitt Worxine Mey’s Benerir Society, White Hart Inv, Trudoxhill, Frome, 
Somerset. June 27 


June 28 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


Pet June 26 


Jouyxs, Tuomas, Swansea, Journeyman Printer 
Ord June 26 


Barnes, Jonn Henry, Atherton, Lancs, Tailor July 7 at 


11 16, Wood st, Bolton 


Swansea 





mpton Wick, Ralph Pemberton Koe, late registrar of the 4 







London Gazette.—Frivay, June 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, Frepenicx Asuiey, New Bond st, Milliner 
Court Pet June8& Ord June 27 
Artuertox, Rosert, Birmingham, Builder 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


High 


Birmingham 


Banrver, Rovert, Preston Richard, Westmrid, Farmer 
Kendal Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Barxes, Jonny Henny, Atherton, Lancs, Tailor Bolton | 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Brestox, Joux Smuirn, and Manian Teresa Joseruine 


Begstox, Hulme, Manchester, Mantle Manufacturers 
Manchester Pet June 20 Ord June 29 

Buack, E 8, Perryn rd, East Acton, Secretary to a Public 
Company Brentford Pet June3 Ord June 27 

Brock, Water, Wood st sq, Apron Manufacturer 
Court Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Brown, Rosert, Newport, Mon, Sculptor 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Burros, Waiter Cuatrwoor, Warrington, Cycle Manu- 
facturer Warrington Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


Newport, Mon 


Catpwett, Jos1an, Prince’s. Mansions, Victoria st High 
Court Pet Mar2i Ord May 19 

Cuarter, Cuartes Epwarp, Liverpool, Cycle Agent 
Liverpool Pet June14 Ord June 27 4 

Cuester, C A, Junior Carlton Club, Pall Mall, Gent High 


Court Pet May 10 Ord June 26 
Craysoxs, Marx, Kingston, Kent, 

Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Croispatz, Liripox, Elmdon, Warwickshire, 

Birmingham [et June16 Ord June 28 


Farmer Canterbury 


Journalist 


Davipsox, Joun, a Cumbrid, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Workington Pet June15 Ord June 26 
Davies, D J, Morriston, Glam, Draper Swansea Ord 


June 27 

Davy, Exisan, Gt Yarmouth, Watchmaker Gt Yarmouth 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Dows, Jaxe, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Manchester 
Pet June1 Ord June 27 

Fosxey, Lawrenxcx, Manchester, 
Manchester Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Garver, Aanox, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer 
cester Pet June 23 Ord June 28 


formerly Merchant 


Lei- 


Garex, Jons, and Exxest Haxson, Halifax, Proprietors of | 


a Comic Halifax Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
Guxx, James, Holyhead, Draper Bangor Pet June 28 
Ord June 28 


Haznisox, Hewny, late of Leeds, late Omnibus Proprictor 
Leeds Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

James, Wiit14m, Haverfordwest, Tailor 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 





High | 


Pembroke Dock | 


Kixo, CHaries Arcyte, Gorleston, Norfolk, Publican Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Kyicits, Arraur James, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Laitwoop, Joun, Balham, Surrey Wandsworth Pet May 
6 Ord June 24 

Lows, Any, Culcheth, Lanes, Spinster Bolton Pet June 
13 Ord June 26 

Macpvonacp, Roser, Guildford, Surrey, Engineer Guild- 
ford Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Marrox, Jernemtan Tuomas, Pickering, Yorks, Iron 
Moulder Scarborough Pet June26 Ord June 26 

Manrsuatt, Tuomas, Cannock, Staffs, Beerhouse Keeper 
Walsall Pet June27 Ord June 27 

Maysury, Jonx, Shrewsbury, Haulier 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Mcl»tosnu, C H pe Mortimer, Somerleyton rd, Brixton 
High Court Pet April13 Ord June 24 

Mercatre, Betsy Emma, Oakenshaw, pr Low Moor, Yorks, 
Confectioner Bradford Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Ouiver, Samvet Goss, Weston super Mare, Boot Dealer 
Bridgwater Pet June 16 Ord June 28 

Parks, Henry, Burton on Trent, Chemist Burton on Trent 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


Shrewsbury Pet 


Porrer, Tuomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Draper West Brom- 


wich Pet June 27 Ord June 27 
Raxps, Jouy, Dewsbury, Hay Dealer 
June 28 Ord June 28 
Bew, WittiAm O_psam, New Broad st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet June 21 Ord June 26 
Rix, GeorGce, Tasburgh, Norfolk, Builder 
June 28 Ord June 28 
toacn, Joun Tuomas Peycetty, Liverpool, Theatrical 
Lessee Liverpool Pet May 27 Ord June 28 
Sacxisp, Sotomon, Norwich, Watchmaker Norwich Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 
Surrn, Herverr Atrrev, Bearsted, Kent, Miller Maid- 
stone Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
Srencetey, James, York, Boot Dealer York Pet June 28 
Ord June 28 
Teanrer, Hexry, Warrington, Greengrocer Warrington 
| Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
Wesrersy, Tuomas, Huddersfield, Accountant Hud- 
| dersfield Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Austix, Samuge, Gzoror Quixnex, South Norwood, Surrey, 

Banker’s Clerk July 7 at 12.30 24, Railway app, 
Landon Bridge 

| Barxpertper, Wituiam Arruvur, Gainford, co Durham, 

Butcher July 12at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 

| borough 


Dewsbury Pet 


| Fiver, Tuomas Owen, East lane Wharf, Bermondsey Wall, 2 


Norwich Pet 





Beeston, Joun Sairn, and Manian Teresa Josernixe 
Bexston, Hulme, Manchester, Mantle Manufacturers 
July 10at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Bevan, Davin, mnech, Carmarthenshire, Grocer 
July 7 at 2.30 Off , 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Bisnor, Witt1am, Nelson, Lancs, Coal Dealer July 14at 
3. Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Boon, Samugt, Devonport, Basket Maker July llat il 
10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Coupeck, Jasez, Birstall, Yorks, Piano Dealer July 7at 
8 0 , Batley 

Dauzie., Grorce, Eowarp Dauziet, and Tomas Botox 
Gitcunist Septimus Dauzret, Fleet st, Printers July 
11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Davis, Joseru, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Bakers 
Assistant July 12 at1l 23, Colmore row, Birming- 


ham 
Dean, Exizasetu, formerly Howarp, Burnley, Milliner 
July 14at3 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Dows, Jane, (Manchester, Licensed Victualler July 0 
at 330 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Fercusson, Rosert, Leeds, Draper’s Traveller July 0 
at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 
Fieipina, Cuartes Epwarp, Nelson, Lancs, Potato Mere — 
chant 
Burnley 


Whartinger July 11 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 3 


Fo.k arp, WILLIAM CLARENCE, Middlesborough, Com 
Agent July 12 at3 
borough 

Greatsacn, Mary Anne Newton, Hogarth rd, Earl’s att, 
Boarding House Keeper July 7 at 11 Bankrupiey 
bldgs, Carey st 


Green, Jons, and Exyesr Hansoy, Halifax, Proprietas, aa 


of aComic Opera July 15 at1l Off Rec, Townhall 
chmbrs, Halifax 


Hastines, Daviv, West Field, Retford, Notts, Tae a 


Draper July 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver 
Lincoln 

Haycocx, Wittiam Tuomas, Beckenham, Kent, formerly 
Printer’s Manager July;7 at 1 Bankruptcy 
Carey st 

Hes.or, Ropert Hexry, Nottingham, Meat Dealer J 
10 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 
ting 

Hewirt, T H, St Swithin’s lane, Insurance Underwrilet 
at Lioyd’s July 11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgy 
Carey st 

Heves, Joseru, Blackburn, Bricksetter 
County Court house, Blackburn 


July 14at 2.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas#t, ~ 


Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middle 


oe 
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Hopsox, Sauver, Wolv erhampton, Drysalter July 17 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Houmpurey, "Ropert, Gt Kyte m, Yorks, Tailor July 12 at 3 
Off Ree, 8, Albert rd. iddlesbo borough: 

Jacxsox, EvizaBEeTH Many Axyr Jackson, and Atice 
Jackson, Leeds, ‘Temperance Hotel Keepers July 12 
at 11 Of Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

James, Joux, Pontycymmer, Glam, Baker 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Lissa, Joun Gu ILD, Lowestoft, Plumber 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard 

Lowe, ANY, cheth, Lanes, Spinster 
16, W ‘ood street, Bolton 

Lust, JosEPH, Lasmeneien, General Ironmonger July 8 
at1l Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Mappock, Witt1am_Epwarp, Liv , Cotton Salesman 
July ll at3 Off Rec, 36, ‘Victoria st, Liverpool 

Maysvry, Jouy, Shrewsbury, Haulier July 14 at 11 Off 
Rec, Talbot ‘chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

McIxtosu, C. H. pe Mortimer, Somerleston rd, Brixton 
July 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Parks, Henny, Burton on Trent, Chemist July 8 at 11.30 
Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Pexwarx, Joun Frepericx, East Stonehouse, Devon, 
Tailor July 11 at 11.30 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Powys, Antuur Epwarp, Merton, Surrey, Surveyor July 
10 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Rew, Witu1aM OLpHax, New Broad st, Solicitor July 10 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rosson, Joun, Walsall, Commercial Clerk July 12 at 11.15 
Off Rec, Walsall 

SEELIG, REBECC A, New rd, Whitechapel, Butcher July 10 

at 12 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Situ, eneoner A.rrep, Bearsted, Kent, Miller July 12 
at3 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

Srexncetey, James, York, Boot Dealer July 12 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Srurcess, Wiiu1am, Groby, Leics, Farmer 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, ‘Leicester 

Taytor, CHARLES Ernest, Coldershaw rd, Ealing Dean, 
Stationer July7at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 


TewrtemAn, Wituiam, Cazenove rd, Stoke Newington, 
Grocer July 7 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Tertey, Arraur Josnva, Snitterfield, Warwickshire, 
Gentleman Farmer July 12 at 12.30 6, Jury st, 
Warwick 

Tuompson, James, Whitby, Painter July 12at3 Off Rec, 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Tixk. ER, Rosert Rurrer, Darlington, Labourer July 12 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Tranter, Henry, ‘Warrington, Gree r e.., 14 at 
11.15 Court house, Upper Bank st, t, Warri 

Tunxer, Joun, Birkenhead, Butcher 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv erpool 

Watxer, Tuomas, Kirkbampton, nr Carlisle, Farmer 
Juwty7 at13 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Warkins, Witu1Am, Earlswood, Warwickshire, Innkeeper 
July 12 at 2.30 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Wartsox, Lovis, Liverpool, late Licensed oe July 
12at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 

Way, Frepericx Jouy, High st, Shaded ~e Victualler 
July 12at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Weisamay, Tuomas Sxaty, the Mall, teal 
Hotel Keeper July 12 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
street 

Wesrensy, Tuomas, Huddersfield, Accountant July 11 at 
3 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Waitixa, JAMES, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Horse 
Slaughterer July 12 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 

Wicxnam, Hersert Wrxenam, Bury st, St James's, 
—- at Law July 10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


July 10 at 11 
July 10 at 12 
July 7 at 10.30 


July 7 at 3 


"July id -y 8 Off 


‘are 

Woe a Wolverhampton, Greengrocer July 17 at 
11. 30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Witsox, Bensamin, Armley, Leeds, Milk Dealer July 10 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Woop, Wii11am, Thirsk, Yorks, Plumber Ju'y 10 at 11.30 
Court house, Northallerton 

Yzatuay, Harny, Westbourre, Bournemouth, Bootmaker 
July 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aseauams, Isaac, Basinghall st High Court Pet April 28 
Ord June 27 

Arnerton, Rosert, Pemiaghem, Builder 
Pet June 27 Ord June 28 

Barser, Ropert, Preston Richard, Westmrid, Farmer 
Kendal Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Barxes, Joun Henry, Atherton, Lancs, Tailor Bolton 
Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Bezstox, Joun Suirn, and Marian Teresa Joseruine 
Beeston, Hulme, Manchester, Mantle Manufacturers 
Manchester Pet June 20 Ord J une 20 


Birmingham 


Brown, Rosert, ag Mon, Sculptor Newport, Mon 
Pet June 26 Ord June 27 
Cuaysox, Manx, Kingston, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 


Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Cotemay, Tuomas Beppow, Dasteten, Staffs, Plumber 
Wi Pet May 30 Ord Jum 

Davy, Exisau, Great Yarmouth, Watchmaker Great Yar- 
mouth Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Dicks, Anpex, Thorpe Achurch, Northamptonshire 
Publican Northampton Pet May 24 Ord Jon 24 

Dowx, Janz, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Manchester 
Pet June 1 Ord June 28 

Fosxey, Lawrence, Manchester, formerly Merchant Man- 
chester Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Frost, Wittiam Hewny, Birmingham, Rag Merchant Bir- 
mingham Pet June 20 Ord June 27 

Garner, Aaron, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer Leices- 
ter Pet June 28 Ord June 28 


Goutp, Taomas, late of Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet May 20 Ord June 24 
Green, Joux. and Exnest Hansow Halifax, Pr iatene of 


a Comic Opera Halifax Pet June 26 Ord 
Guns, Js Jauzs, telshend, Draper Bangor Pet “Jane 98 


June 28 





Magee, B Bunz, Toei} late Omnibus Proprietor Leeds 
Hastixe pane Retford, Notts, Travelling Draper Lin- 
rt coin Bet J = me, Brighton Domestic Machin 
EDGES, EORGE ENRY, ic 
Dealer Brighton Ord June 27 are 


ME ag oo Rn as png Wivuiam Houtpsworrtn, 
Heckm: ond wike, Dry Soap Manufacturers Dewsbury 
Pet May 25 Ord June 24 

Jamas, @orkse, Haverfordwest, Tailor Pembroke Dock 
Pet June 24 Ord June 26 

Jouxs, Taomas, Swansea, Journeyman Printer Swansea 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Kiyo, James Eowarp, and Atrrep Kive, High Holborn, 
Tailors High Court Pet June17 Ord June 27 

Kyicuts, Anruur James, Gt Yarmouth, Baker Gt Yar- 

te — Pet June 27 wnat ee Seenesies. 

INT, JOSEPH, a a mera! ar- 
wick Pet June 24 Ord June 27 

Macpowa.p, Rosert, Guildford, ~ oe Engineer Guild- 
ford Pet June 24 Ord June 2 

Matrox, Jereman Tomas, Pickering , Yorks, formerly 

Moulder ugh Pot Ju June 26 Ord June 26 

Massena Ly meg Great George st, Westminster, Solici- 

High Pet May 8 Ord June 24 
ng H.-L Haulier Shrewsbury Pet 


Mercatre, Bersy Emma, Oakenshaw, nr Low Moor, Yorks, 
Confectioner Bradford Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Parks, Se Burton on Trent, Chemist Burton on Trent 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Perre, ALrrep, Clapham, Surrey Wandsworth Pet May 
25 Ord June 26 

Poote, Samvet J., ‘Gerrards Cross, Bucks, Farmer Windsor 
Pet April 28 ‘Ord June 27 

Ranps, Joun, ened, Hay Dealer Dewsbury Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 

Rerp, Donatp Norman, Mandeville Hotel, Mandeville pl, 
Merchant Court Pet May 3. Ord June 24 

Rix, Groner, a. Norfolk, Builder Norwich 
mS 28 0 une 28 


Herbert B “Stradbroke, Suffolk, Grocer Ipswich 
“7 June8 Ord June 22 
Sa.xrnp, Sotomov, Norwich, Watchmaker Norwich Pet 
June 28 Ord June 28 
See.ic, Resscca, New rd, Whitechapel, Butcher High 
Court Pet June 23 Ord June 27 
a Tomas ~ 5 by mmean Baker Birmingham 
une 7 
Sxixner, ALyrep Tuomas, Tunbridge wis Tailor Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet May 31 Ord June 2 
Ssirn, Hersert Aurrep, Bearsted, Miller Maidstone 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
Sarr, Wittram McGrecor, Sinclair rd, _— Kensington 
igh Court Pet April§ Ord June 2 
Samah. Actoy, Bridgnorth, Salop, Clothier Madeley 
Pet June6 Ord June 26 
Tenyant, Wituiam Joux, Doddin a, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet Junei4 Ord June 27 
Torrance, Rosert, Barking, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet June2 Ord June 27 
Tranter, Henry, Warrington, Greengrocer Warrington 
Pet June 26 Ord June 
Turner, Jony, Birkenhead, Butcher Birkenhead Pet 
April 26 Ord June 28 
weet Tuomas, Huddersfield, Accountant Hudders- 
bet June 27 Ord June 23 
mes Joux Trevor, Cockspur st, Pall Mall, General 
Fiaencier High Court Pet May 4 Ord June 27 


amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of June 27 :— 


Srurcess, Wittiam, Groby, Leics, Farmer Leicester 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
London Gazette—Turspay, July 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arnswortsh, Arruur, Bath, Plumber Bath Pet June 29 


Ord June 29 
Bases, Jonn Bow es, yy Norfolk, Grocer King’s 
27 


The follo 
lish 


ynn Pet June 27 
Bett, Grorce, + Hull, Builder’s Labourer 
Kingston upon Hull Pi June 28° Ord June 28 


Biacu, Cuarves Septimus, Leamington, Professor of Music 
arwick Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Byrsyez, Wi..1au, Ki mm upon Hull, Builder’s Labourer 
Kingston upon Hi Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

CuanpLer, Wittiam, Preston pk, Sussex, 
Brighton Pet June 29 Ord Sumo 29 

Crarke, CHARLES —— Kingston upon , Plasterer 
Kingston upon Hi Pet June 28 “Or Ord June 23 

Crank, JAMES, Sheftiela, Coal Merchant Sheffield Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Davies, Herpert Paine Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea June 30 Ord June 30 

es ~ yh - Weaaaie Neath, Glam, Fishmonger Neath Pet 


yl 
De Soua Bee, 4 garden, Cigar Merchant High 
Court Pet June 30 Ons June 89 


Devine, Joun, 


ingston upon Hull Pa done 38 Ord June 28 
Drake, Atrrep, Castleford, Yorks, Joiner Wakefield Pet 
June 29 Ord June 29 
Feary, Agee, Derbyshire, Farmer Burton on 
‘Trent Pet June 29 Ord June 29 


—. Wituian, —_om Yorks, Tailor York Pet 
une 29 Ord June 


Fureona W, & Co, ‘Exmouth st, Tweed Cap Manufac- 
turers High Court Pet Junes Ord June 90 
Garrett, Eowarp Lewis, Billiter st, Jute Broker High 
G aoe Jous, Neweutle on Tyue, Cab Sad Secguicten N 
LAHOLM, Jony, ew- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jul a duly 1 
Gueeves, Jony, rd, West Norwood High 
Pet Junel ‘Ord eS 
Harrison, Atrazp Ricuaxp, Canton, 
Cardiff Pet June 28 ep 23 
Howe.ts, Witrau, Bridgend, Glam, Boot Dealer 
Pet June? Ord June 29 





Jisxs, Gzonos Hexar, West Ne gy Labourer West 
Bromwich Pet June 29 By June 
Jouxsex, Hans, = 
Ki upon Hull Pet Jas June ié Ord June 
Keatisy, Leowanp Hewry, 
Tailor W: Pet June 30 Ord Jane 30 
Kewur, Avsert, 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Lamune, Wittiam, Wi , Lines, Labourer Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 30 Ord June 
st, Gt Eastern st, Boot Manufacturer 
June i4 Ord June 30 
Devon, Grocer Bara- 





Liox, Jacos, 


Mawysixa, Cuances, South 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
McKrever, J om, ‘or in Fancy Goods Car- 
diff Pet June 27 Ord June 29 
McLaeay, Persp, ve Mansions High Court Pet 
May 10 Ord June 
a Tuomas, 5 ay Confectioner Nottingham 


29 Ord June 

Osmoadthorpe ns ne Leeds, Coal Merchant 
Pp Wintiaw tin -~ Se Levee a Sea, Boarding 

meine 1LLAM Hewey ards on 

ba tal Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Pick tice anes ee st, — esale Furrier 
Pix howe Bice, x, Bristol, fm ah Broker Bristol 

‘Bet June 90 Ord J 


Ports, Fw ato Bainby, a Northallerton, Yorks, Miller 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 23 
Ord June 23 

Rates, Hewry Suganuayx, Gt Yarmouth, Leather Sel'er 
Gt Yarmouth Dina ne Ord June 30 

Roarrs, sma, Heref: Farmer L0- 
minster Pet July 1” Ord July 1 

Saxevpy, Atrarp Teemme, ~ = ama Tailor Shrews- 
bury Pet July1 Ord July 

Srernenson, mp oe « pon Hull, enh 

orks, Accountant * Wakefield 


Hall Pet June 23. Ord June 
Taytor, Epwiy, Soe ¥i 
Pet Jun 
Hull, ~ jaoaeed Kingston 


e24 Ord J 
Trueman, oon, Kingston upon 
upon Hull Pet June 28 Ord June 
Waseem S ype Oxford, Builder Ontord Pet June 28 
Wacker, Jaugs Dixos, and Haxwau Sonzewe, Ret 
"heen Barnsley Pet June 6 Ord 


Camberwell Saee 
part Pet dune 90 Ord June 


Wesrox, Herseat Taomas, Sheffield ran a 
Company Sheffield Petdeneit June 30 
Witxiysox, Henry =, S Catford, Kent, Salesman to a 
Furniture Dealer Greenwich Pet June 29 Ord June 29 
Wages Jouy Heyry, Amiesk, Anglesey, Tailor 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 


Wis, Geen: Dudley, late Musical Instrument Remover 
Dudley Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


une 3) 
Warsox, Ropiyson, 
Decorator High 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aixsworrs, Arravr, Bath, Plumber July 12 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Gora Bristol 


Batoixe, Joux Tsai 


ee orfolk, Grocer and 

July 14 at 3.30 Bes 8 Aig a p 

Beay, ee Hating, LicenwedVictunller July 17 at 
12 Young & Son, 

a GeorGE, 


Kingston upon 's Labourer 
uly 12 at 10.30 Om Rec Trinity lane, Hull 
Bust, Joux, Kidderminster, Grocer July 12at11 Miller 


B . Fs ‘zn, Burton on Trent, 
ROUGHTON, EF AULKNE! on iren 
Fa 13 3 Midland Hotel athe ch heme ee on 


sion > 5 N J ll at 12 
Off Rec, ae, Nempet, Me. Soak hehe, ay le 

Burroy, Waiter Cuatrwoop, Wi ta Manu- 
facturer July 13 at 3 Ogden’s Bridge st, 


Hull, Builder’s Labourer 
upon s 
July 12 at il Of es Tenty House lane, Hull re 


Raunds, Nordhamptnshrw, Tonkeepe 
Dorset, 


uss & sen 2 cee Se Hanley, Builder ae 12 at 11.30 

mR... m, Guanes Henry, ‘on Etull, Plasterer 
July 12 at 12.30 a ki 

Dane, Joun, 


July 13 at 11 30 Duke st, Whitehaven 
Davy, Evian, Great Yi Watchmaker July M4 at 
8 Off Ree, 8, at, Ni 


upon Hull, Builder's Labourer 
- July Fe at 11.30 Off House lane, Hal 
. , 
ed eh ee, che aS 


ee 4pm, & Behe een tow Sone 
se ae yA July 14 at 


Off Rec, St James's chmbrs, 

weommh, Witu1am, Pocklington, — July 14 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 3 ene Wet 

vom? Ra lewton rd, Westbourne grove July 

Garver, ny Leicester, ufacturer July 11 
at 3 Fc dave 34, Friar lane, 

Gaover, Tuomas, oo pavement July i2at1 Bank- 

Gory, JAMES, iDeaps July 13at12 Off Ree, 

> hester 

Haseisox, Hexey, Omnibus Proprietor July 
12ati2 Off row, 

oo 15 Ml ty of business July 

‘ "Grocer July 14 at 


Devive, Jou, 


Off Reo, 8, King st, 





———, Henny Wii11am, 
. 
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Hexry WI.iam, ‘a, Wilts, Grocer 


Hayves, 
3.30 Few snd Dreweatt, Market place, 


July 12 at 
Newbury 

Hvones, H Seyvmove, Eccleston square 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

James, Warten Varnon, and Joun 
Swansea, Mail Cart Manufacturers 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

James, Wittiam, Haverfordwest, Tailor 
Off Rec, 11 Quay st, Carmarthen 

Keatiey, Leoxarp Heyry, Kenilworth, Warwickshire 
Tailor July 11 at 10 Off Rec, 17, Hertford street, 
Coventry 

Kigs.ixe, ALpert, Liverpool, Plamber 

, 36, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Kixoc, Cuartes Arcyie, Gorleston, Norfolk, 
July 15 at 12.45 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Kwioents, Artuvr James, Gres ut Yarm< muth, Baker 
at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Leacett, Taomas Georoe, Gorleston, Norfolk, Carpenter 
July 15 at 12.30 Off Rec , 8, King st, Norwich 

Lion, Jacos, Phipps st, Great Eastern st, Boot Manu- 
facturer July ll ati Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Makgriorr, Artur, Kettering, Veterinary Surgeon 
12 at 2.15 County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Marsuart, Epwis Joux, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Coach 
Builder July12at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Bristol 

McLacay, Perer, Belgrave Mansions 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mevcatre, Betsy Emma, Oakenshaw, nr Low Moor, Yorks, 
Confectioner July 12 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 

Mits, Bexsamiy, Bury St Edmunds, Horse Dealer 
at12 Guildhall, Bury 8t Eimunds 

Mosss, Sypney, Banbury, Oxon, Grocer 
$3t Aldates, Oxford 

Moroay, James, Abbeydore, Herefordshire, 
11 at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Newmay, Jostau, Leominster, Herefordshire, 
July 1l at 3.15 2, Uffast, Hereford 

Parker, Wii.t1AM, Waltham Cross, Herts, Fancy Draper 
July 12at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chbrs, Temple avenue 

Pearcey, Harry, Dudley, Hosier July i1iat10 Off Rec, 
Dudle 

Pexsey, Watter Barygs, Antill rd, Page Green, Totten- 
bam, Licensed Victualler’s Manager Julyllatil Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chbrs, Temple avenue 

Perkin, James, Leeds, Machine Grinder July 14 at 11 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Pick, Avice Saran, Aldersgate st, Wholesale Furrier 
12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pixe, Aurrep Bickiey, Bristol, Produce Broker 
at3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Potts, Tuomas, Swainby, via Northallerton, Yorks, Miller 
July 13 at 3.15 Golden Lion Hotel, Stokesley 

Powe, Dyrric, Garnvach, Nantyglo, Mon, Grocer 
ll at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tyditil 


Ranps, Joun, Dewsbury, Hay Dealer 
, Bank chbrs, Batley 

Rix, GrorcE, Tasburgh, Norfolk, Builder 
Off , 8, King st, Norwich 

Rosiyeon, Tuomas Rosser, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor 
July 11 at 12 Uff Rec, 3, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Roz, Hersert B., Stradb roke, Suffolk, Grocer July 12 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


Sasaren Sotomoys, Norwich, Watchmaker 

ff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

es. Avrrep Turner, Shrewsbury, Tailor July 14 at 2 

Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

Suanmay, Groace Samvet, Lowestoft, Cooper 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Swaney, Baker, Malton, Yorks, Saddler July 11 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Sr — Tomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Temperance Hotel 

pen py July 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
on Tyne 

Sousa, Hesry, Kingston upon Hull, anger 
12at12 Off Ree, Trinity house lane, Hull 

Tennant, Wituram Joux, Doddinghurst, Essex, Grocer 
July 11 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chambers, Temple 
avenue 

Torrance, Rosert, Barking, Essex, Farmer July 11 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Tav ear Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Plasterer 

Off Rec, Trinity house lane, Hull 

Weer, Wiuuiam, King Edward rd, Hackney, Professor of 
Music July 13 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wiu1s, Gzorcer, Dudley, late Musical Instrument Remover 
July l4at 10.30 Off Rec, Dudl ey 

Wrerorp, Georce BR R, Kathleen rd, Lavender Hill, 
Surrey, Accountant July 14 at 11.30 24, Railway 
approach, London Bridge 


July 12 at 12 


Hatt, 
Off 


PaTEMAN 
July 12 at 12 


July 11 at 11 


July 12at2 Off 


Publican 


July 15 


July 


July 12 at 11 


July 17 


July llat3 1, 


Farmer July 


Grocer 


Of 
July 


July 18 


July 


July 12 at Off 


July 12 at 3.30 


July 12 at 4 


July 15 at1 


July 


July 12 





WAU 


The Siaien amended notice is substituted for that pub- | Worssam, Samve, Witiiam, Idol lane, Civil Engi 


_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


lished in the London Gazette of June 23 : 


A.Ltes, Henry, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer 
12 at 11.30 Younty Court bldgs, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, Frepericx AsHLey, ~. Gent st, Milliner 
Court Pet June8 Ord J 

Arnxswortn, Arruaur, Bath, 
Ord June 29 

Batorne, Joun Bowes, Upwell, Norfolk, Grocer 
Lynn Pet June 27 Ord July1 

Beit, Groror, Kingston upon Hull, Builder’s Labourer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 28 Ord June 23 

Biumuaror, Hermann, Birmingham, Manufacturer Bir- 
mingham Pet June 19 Ord June 30 

Broventoy, Favixser, Burton on Trent, Carriage Builder 
Burton on Trent Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Byrye, Wititam, Kingston upon Hull, Builder’s Labourer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June28 Ord June 28 

Cuaspier, Wittram, Preston pk, Sussex, Dairyman 
Brighton Pet June 26 Ord June 30 

Crarke, Coarves Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Plasterer 
Kin; gston upon Hull P.t June 28 Ord June 28 

Crank, J AMES, Sheffield, Coal Merchant Sheffield Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Derrick, Witiiam, Neath, 
Pet July1 Ord July 1 

Devine, Jous, Kingston upon Hull, 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 28 

Drake, Atrrep, Castleford, Yorks, 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Foster, Wit.tam, Pocklington, Yorks, Tailor 
June 28 Ord June 29 

Gairrix, Joux, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker High Court 
Pet May 3 Ord June 30 


Harses, Josern Cuarves, Montague pl, Clerk High Court 
Pet June 1 Ord June 30 

Hunt, Epwarp, York, Accountant York Pet June 17 
Ord June 30 

Jixxs, GeorGe Henry, West Bromwich, Labourer West 
Bromwich Pet June 28 Ord June 29 

Joxes, Anye, ard Exizapetu Jones, St Leonard’s on Sea, 
Boarding house Keepers Hastings Pet May 23 Ord 
June 20 

Kemp, ALsert, Folkestone, Pork Butcher 
June 29 Ord June 29 

Kixo, Cuartes Ancyie, Gorleston, Norfolk, Publican Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 27 Ord June 29 

Lams, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Boot Dealer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet June6 Ord June 29 

Lasminc, Wittram, Weelsby, Lincs, 
Grimsby Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Lowe, Any, Culeheth, Lancs, Spinster, Bolton 
13 Ord June 30 

MayyisG, Cuarves, South Molton, Devon, Grocer 
staple Pet June 27 Ord June 29 

Marsuatyt, Tuomas, Cannock, Staffs, 
Walsall Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

McKiever, James, Cardiff, Travelier 
Cardiff Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Mosss, Sypxey, Banbnry, Oxon, Grocer 
June 20 Ord June 30 

MorGAn, James, Abbeydore, Herefordshire, Farmer Here- 
ford Pet June5 Ord July 1 

Morey, Tuomas, Nottingham, Confectioner Nottingham 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

O.prie_p, Georce, Cobham, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
tochester Pet June8 Ord Jaly1 

Orry, Hrerop, Osmondthorpe, nr Leeds, Coal Merchant 
Leeds Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Ports, Taomas, Swainby, via Northallerton, Yorks, Miller 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough’ Pet June 28 
Ord June 30 

Rates, Hexry Suarmay, Great Yarmouth, Leather Seller 
Great Yarmouth Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Rosson, Jonn, Walsall, Commercial Clerk Walsall Pet 
June 17 Ord June 19 

Sacre, Tuomas, and Lampert Burrery Save, Bristol, 
Picture Frame Manufacturers Bristol Pet June 20 
Ord June 30 

Sreruexson, Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Bricklayer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 28 Ord June 28 

Taveman, Jouy, Kingston upon Hull, Plasterer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June28 Ord June 28 

Wartsox, Roprysox, Wilson rd, Camberwell, Window 
Decorator High Court Pet June 30 Ord June 30 

Way, Frepericx Jonn, High st, Shadwell, Victualler 
High Court Pet May17 Ord June 30 

Witwiams, Joun Heyry, Amlwch, Anglesey, Tailor 
gor Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

Wiu1s, Georce, Dudley, late Musical Instrument Remover 
Duc dley Pet. June 27 Ord June 27 


July 


High 
Plumber Bath Pet June 29 


King’s 


Glam, Fishmonger Neath 


Builder’s Libourer 
Ord June 28 
Joiner Wakefield 


York Pet 


Canterbury Pet 


Labourer Great 
Pet June 
Barn- 
Beerhouse Keeper 
in Fancy Goods 


Banbury Pet 


Ban- 


_ July 8, 1893. 


High Court Pet April 15 Ord June 30 
Georce R R, Kathleen rd, Lavender hil 
Pet April 27 Og 


Wrerorp, 
Surrey, Accountant Wandsworth 
June 29 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 10.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrievp, at the M 


E.C., at 2 o’clock, Reversions, Life Interest, Life Policies) 
Prof Rental, and Shares (see advertisement, this week 


July 7S Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bape 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Propers: 
ties (see advertisement, June 24, p. 4). 3 

July 12.—Messrs Baxter, Payne, & Lepper, at the Mart) 
E.C., at 1 for 2 o'clock, Freehold Residential Estate (seg 
adve rtisement, July 1, p. 4). 

July 12.—Messrs. Wautow & Le gz, at the Mart, E.C., at@ 
o'clock, Freehold Residential Property (see advertises 
ment, July 1, p. 4). 

July 13.- —Messrs. Beaver, Woop, & Co., at the Mart, E.C.,) 
at 2 o’clock, eg Residential Estate (see adve 
ment, June 17, p. 572). f 

July 14.— Messrs. R. TipEY & Sox, at the Mart, E.C., af 93 
o’clock, Freehold Estate (see advertisement, July 1, p. 4)a9 





All letters intended for publication im thé) 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that’ 
application | be made direct to the Publick : 





OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 
se Be £405,545. 
AwwsvuA. Income (1891) over £140,000. 
Security To Insurep, over £460,000. 

AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND, 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 

SPECIAL FEATURE in Accident Department.—ONE> 
PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH YEAR to those 
who have made no claim. ; 

D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. 


SUN INSURANCE OFFICES 


Founded 1710. 
(FIRE) 


Law Courts Braycna, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
sesteedl eenED in 1892, 


A. W. COUSINS, 


CAPITAL 


Z 


District Manager. 
£39! 800,000. — 


EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, To 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gow 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | 





"KENPHAST, 


60, HAYMARKET, LONDON, S.W. 


Gentlemen’s Shooting and Tour Boots. 
Ladies Glace Kid Boots and Shoes, all the latest styles. 
Riding Boots of every kind, all Hand Sewn. 


WAUKENP HAST, Ltd. 


Haymarket, 8.W. 





37, King William Street, London Bridge, E.C. 453, Oxford Street, W. 
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